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Summary

Thisreport reviewsthe decision by the University of Caifornia sBoard of
Regentsto create anew general campus -- the system’ sfirst in 40 years--
near the City of Mercedinthe San Joaguin Valey. TheUniversity intends
to open the new campusinfal 2005 with 1,000 Full Time Equivalent Stu-
dentswhichwill grow to 5,000 FTES by fall 2010.

The Commissionisrequired by law (Education Code 66903 and 66904)
to review “the need for and location of” all proposalsfor new campuses
and educational centers presented by any of the three public higher educa
tiongoverning boards. Thisreport, whichfollowsthe Commisson’sGuide-
lines for the Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers, provides aplanning history of the
proposed campus, discussesthe Univeraity of Cdifornia ssysemwidephys-
ca capacity to enroll new students, and considersanumber of review cri-
teria, including potentia enrollments, aternativesto building the campus,
academic planning, possible conflictswith other ingtitutionsin theregion,
and potential construction and operating costs.

Based onthisanalysis, thereport concludesthat the University of Califor-
niaat Merced should become areality and recommendsto the Governor
and the L egidaturethat the campusbe approved. It dso urgesthe Univer-
gty tobeinnovativeinitsacademic planning and to provideaclearer indi-
cation of potential construction costs.

The Commission adopted thisreport at its meeting on June 14, 1999. Ad-
ditiona copiesof thereport may be obtained from the Commission at 1303
JStreet, Suite 500, Sacramento, California95814-2938; telephone (916)
445-7933. This report is available on the Internet; please visit the
Commission’ shome page at www.cpec.ca.gov for further information.
Questions about the substance of thereport may be directed to William L.
Storey, Chief Policy Analyst of the Commission, at (916) 322-8018, or
Joan S. Sallee, Senior Policy Anayst, at (916) 322-8011.
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| will open riversin high places, and fountains in the midst of the valleys:
| will make the wilderness a pool of water, and the dry land springs of water.

And it shall come to pass, that thy choicest valleys shall be full . . .
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Summary
of the proposal

This report reviews the University of California’s proposal to establish a tenth
campus near the City of Merced in the San Joaquin Valley. If built and opened on
the projected date of fall 2005, it will be the first new University campus to be
constructed in 40 years.

Suchaspan of timeisremarkable giventhat Caifornia spopul ation hasnever ceased to
grow, increasing by about 15 million people since 1965 toits current 33.5 million.
Another four million Caifornians are expected to be added to the State’ spopul ation by
the timethe campus opensin fall 2005. 1n 1965, there was one University general
campusfor each 2.3 million residents of the State. Today, thereisone University
campusfor each4.2 millionresidents, if UC Merced opensinfal 2005, therewill till be
only onefor each 4.2 million Cdiforniaresidents.

TheUniversity’ sspecific proposalsarethese:

e Tobuildanew campus-- with full services, including undergraduate and grad-
uate instruction, research, and public service -- just to the northeast of the City
of Merced in the San Joaquin Valley (See Displays 1, 2, and 3 in Part Two of
thisreport);

e Thesitewill consist of 2,000 acresthat are part of a10,300-acretract currently
owned by the Cyril Smith Trust and the VirginiaSmith Trust;

e The University of California at Merced will open in fall 2005 with approxi-
mately 1,000 Full-Time-Equivalent Students (FTES), of which about 10 per-
cent will be graduate students;

e The campus will grow by 800 FTES per year until it reaches 5,000 FTES in
2010;

e TheUniversity anticipatesthat this campuswill serveasa“hub” for aprogram
of distributed education throughout the San Joaquin Valley, with physical cen-
terslocated in Modesto, Merced, Fresno, Bakersfield, and possibly other loca-
tionsto be determined in thefuture; and

e TheUniversity intendsto make UC Merced afull research university with strong
engineering and science programs, and with an emphasis on environmental re-
search of concernto the Valley/Sierra Nevada ecosystem.

TheCommission’s
statutory
responsgbility

The Commission’ sreview of the University of Californiaat Merced proposal de-
rives from its statutory responsibility (Education Code 66903 and 66904) to re-
view any and all proposalsfor new campuses and educational centersthat may be
offered by the governing boards of the three systems of Californiapublic higher edu-



cation. Over theyears, that responsibility has been discharged with some frequency in
the cases of the California State University and the CdliforniaCommunity Colleges, with
numerous reviews dating back to the Commission’ soriginsin 1974. Even before that
date, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education reviewed new campus proposals
between 1961 and 1974. Those reviewsincluded the State University’ sBakersfield,
San Marcos, and Monterey Bay campuses, several community college campuses, and
dozensof educationa centersin both systems. However, thisisthefirst timethat the
Commission or the Council has ever reviewed a proposal for anew University of Cal-
iforniaingitution.

Commission
guidelines for
review

Thisfirst review iscontained in the sectionsthat follow thisintroductory chapter. It
conformsto the Commission’ s Guidelinesfor Review of Proposed University Cam-
puses, Community Colleges, and Educational Centers that support the statutory
obligations mentioned above (CPEC, 1992b). The Guidelinesendeavor to givedefini-
tiontothe Commission’ sandysisof new campus proposasby focusing particularly on
theissues of enrollment demand, geographic location, possible aternatives, and pro-
jected costs. Other issues such as academic planning, serviceto disadvantaged stu-
dents, effects on other ingtitutions, and the provision of student servicesarea so impor-
tant. However, they generally fall into asupportivetier of concerns compared to the
semindl issuesof sufficient population to support thefacility, the consideration of reason-
abledternatives, the choice of aprudent location, and generd affordability. If theanal-
yses of theseissues produce positive conclusions, then secondary and tertiary questions
can be addressed; if the conclusions with respect to the seminal issues are negative,
however, thenitislikely that other questionswill not be asked.

Thereisafurther consideration that affectsonly the University of California. Inprior
reviewsof proposd sfromthe CdiforniaState University and the CdiforniaCommunity
Colleges, the Commission has seldom considered statewideissues-- sinceregional
criteriawill usualy sufficefor thosetwo systems. However, becausethe University of
Cdliforniaisconsidered astatewideingtitution, it isimperative to determine both phys-
ca capacity and enrollment demand for the entire system on astatewidebasis. Indoing
s0, the Commission has concluded that the need for an additional University campusis
clear and even compelling.

Some of the secondary issues surrounding thisproposal aretroubling, particularly the
issueof affordability, and may remain sofor sometime. For example, whilethe Univer-
sity hasdevel oped auseful vision for the Merced campus, thereisno academic planas
yet. That planwill not be developed until the Board of Regents choosesachancdllor,
and afounding faculty isin placeto turn thevisioninto specific programs. That planwill
become part of the campus slarger long-range devel opment plan (LRDP), whichwill
providethe detail s on staffing, programming, services, and coststhat are now mostly
absent. That absence hasmadethe Commission’ sanalysismoredifficult, particularly
with regard to costs.

Inmany ways, athough the need for anew campusis apparent, and the outside observ-
er cah gainagenera view of what the campuswill ook likeinfiveor ten years, thecost



issuesremainthemost intractable. Theelectorate’ s passage of Proposition 1A inNo-
vember 1998 provided thefirst identifiablefundsfor the new campus, yet it isclear that
theamount involved -- $27.5 million for each of the years 2000-01 and 2001-02 -- is
woefully inadequate. The University’ scurrent estimate of the cost of opening thedoors
infal 2005is$250 million, afigurethat unfortunately containsalmost no detail. More-
over, the estimate suggeststhat another $150 million will be needed between 2005 and
2010. Clearly, theidentification of arevenue stream to build the campus may represent
the most important imponderabl e as planning movesforward.

In spite of that problem, the Commission believesthat planning should proceed because
the campusis needed for agrowing State with growing needs. Thismajor project has
large questionsthat have not been fully answered, yet that isnot atogether surprisingin
aproposal of thismagnitude, complexity, and sophistication. Challengessurdly remain,
but the Commission is persuaded that there are consderableforcesarrayed ontheside
of meeting them. The Commission isaso persuaded that the University hasassembled
ahighly competent team of professionalswho are dedicated to bringing thiscampusinto
exigence-- andement that should not be underestimated when contempl ating the chanc-
esfor thenew ingtitution’ ssuccess.

Conclusions

Acting pursuant to its statutory mandate and its capacity asthe State’ slong-range
planning advisor, the California Postsecondary Education Commission offersthe
Governor and the L egidlature the following conclusions on the advisability of build-
ing the University of California stenth campus near the City of Merced:

1. SatewideEnrollment: Between 1998-99 and at least 2010-11, the University
can expect stronger enrollment demand than it has experienced over the past
fivetoten years. The demand rate should crest in 2008, after which the Uni-
versity will continue to grow, but at a slower rate. According to projections
from the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance, enroll-
ments between 1998-99 and 2010-11 should increase by 58,633 students.

2. Satewide Physical Capacity. At the present time, the University has very
little additional capacity on a systemwide basis, although small enrollment
increases can be accommodated at the Irvine and Riverside campuses. In fu-
ture years, spanning the present to the year 2010-11, capacity deficits will
continueto grow if additional spaceisnot constructed or other measuresintro-
duced to expand existing capacity.

3. Possible Alternatives for Expanding Capacity. Various suggestions for in-
creasing capacity have been advanced, including: (1) using off-campus cen-
ters; (2) extending summer sessions or terms; (3) expanding instructional days,
weeks, or months; (4) raising the enrollment ceilings of existing campuses;
and, (5) using technology to increase the existing enrollment. Some or all of
these suggestions may have merit, but eveniif all areimplemented at aggressive
levels, there will still be aneed to build the Merced campus.



4. Ability to Attract Students. The University has proposed, and the Demo-
graphic Research Unit of the Department of Finance has approved, an open-
ing fall 2005 enrollment of 1,000 studentsand afall 2010 enrollment of 5,000
sudents. Overdl, whilethe Commission differswith the University on someof
thedetalls, the proposed enrollment level sappear to be reasonable and achiev-
able.

TheCommission’ sprimary issuewith theenrollment projection liesinthe Uni-
vergty’ sassumptionthat Centrd Valey freshman participation and communi-
ty collegetransfer ratesto the existing general campuseswill remain stable
when the new campus opens. Based on past experiences with other new
ingtitutions, the Commisson believesit likdly that some studentswho may have
chosentotravel to an existing campuswill instead chooseto remain closer to
home and enroll at Merced.

5. Graduate Enrollments. The University proposesto enroll graduate students
at thelevel of 10 percent of total enrollment, growing to 14 percent by 2014-
15. The Commission believesthat graduate enrollmentsat these levelsare
reasonable.

6. Programmatic Alternatives. Given both the University’ s statewide capacity
limitations and enrollment pressures, the Commission seesno reasonableal-
ternativeto building the Merced campus. Options such asthe use of off-
campus centers, electronic delivery systems, extended schedulesat the exist-
Ing campuses, and even the shared use of facilitieswith other ingtitutionsare
elther already contemplated to relieve enrollment pressuresor areimpractical
for variousreasons, including costs.

7. Geographic Alternatives. The Commission believesthe Univergity hasgiven
thorough consideration to alternativelocationsfor the new campus. Initialy
consdering about 100 different locations, the University culled theinitid listin
stagesto eight, and then three, findiststhat were studied in considerable depth
and at considerable cost, including the expenditure of $1.5 million for pro-
grammatic environmenta impact reports. Whileitislikely that no siteisper-
fect, the Commission believesthat the Board of Regents has exercised due
diligenceinthedte selection process.

8. AcademicPlanning. Planningfor the University’ stenth campus must neces-
saily beadifficult, iterative, and seemingly awkward process. Many groups
must beinvolved; many perspectivesmust be conddered; and the pressurefor
adefinitive academic plan must be balanced with the need to allow the new
chancellor and founding faculty the opportunity to apply their visonto thefirst
new American research university to openinthe 21% century. A further bal-
ance needsto be maintained between the strengths of atraditional structurefor
aUniversity of Cdiforniacampus, and the need to forgeinnovativedirections
for programs and organizational structuresthat will meet both the changing
needs of society and the unique needs of the Central Valley. The Simmons



10.

11.

12.

Report, issued in November 1997, pushed the boundaries of thinking about this
new campusin away that appearsto have been modified into moretraditional
channelsin successvereports.

Geographic and Physical Accessibility. With regard to physical accessibility, the
environmenta impact report identified anumber of problems. Many of theseissues
arenot withinthe University’ scontrol becausethey involvetransportation accessto
thecampus. Many existing roadswill haveto beimproved, and entirely new roads
built. Unfortunately, and asnoted in Conclusons12 and 13 below, theUniversity’s
Needs Study providesfew cluesasto the exact nature and extent of theimprove-
mentsthat will be needed and the mechanismsby which they will befinanced.

Social and Demographic Characteristics. The University has provided an ade-
quate overview and summary of the social and demographic characteristics of the
Centrd Vdley, and hasidentified many of thechalengesit will faceinitseffortsto
servehigoricdly underrepresented sudents. TheUniversty iswell awarethat Centrd
Valley participation ratesto itsexisting campuses arelessthan half of the statewide
average, and it hasintroduced anumber of initiativesto raisethoserates substantial -

ly.

Effectson Other Ingtitutions. The University has received widespread support
for the proposed Merced campusfrom other ingtitutionsinthe Centra Valley, with
noneindicating any adverseimpact ontheir programsor facilities. Given population
growth ratesin that region over thenext 10to 15 years, the Commissionissatisfied
that UC Merced will not adversely affect current enrollment levelsat any existing
ingtitution. Severa ingtitutions, however, strongly urged the University to offer a
collaborative spirit toitsneighbors.

Consideration of Needed Funding and Economic Efficiency. The University
has provided areasonable analysis and projection of operating costs from the
present to thefinal year of the projectionin 2010-11. Thisprojection provides
sufficient detail to afford analysts a good overall view of campus costs on a
yearly basis. Thosecostsinitialy will be quite high -- averaging about $29,000
per student -- but will soon be reduced to approximately $13,700 per student
asthe campus grows and economies of scaletake effect. Such costsaretypical
of new campus starts, and are proportional to those experienced in the 1960s
for thelrvine, San Diego, and Santa Cruz campuses.

Comparabledetail isnot availablefor capital costs. At present, the University
estimates that initial capital costs to open the campus in 2005 will be $250
million, with another $150 million to expand to an enrollment of 5,000 stu-
dents. However, there is no analysisto support that figure, and therefore, no
way to conclude if the estimate is reasonable. The Commission believes the
University needs to take far greater care in developing a realistic cost model
for the construction of the campus. Moreover, it needs to be more candid in
sharing that analysis and model with the Governor, the Legislature, and the
Commisson.



13. Creating a Source of Funds. Thelargest open question surrounding this proposed

campusrelatesto funding. At present, only $55 million has beenidentified from
Proposition 1A that can be directed to the campus, and the University has not
indicated to the Commission what other funding sourcesmay beavailable. Further,
evenif the $250 million figure mentioned in the previous conclusion aboveisreason-
ably accurate, it doesnot includefunding for off-steinfrastructure that may beeven
higher than for on-site construction. The Commission believesthat much more
information will haveto be devel oped on thisissue before prudent decisions can be
made about actually constructing thiscampus.

Recommendations

1

The Commission recommendsto the Gover nor and the L egidlatur e, pur su-
ant toitsstatutory responsibility contained in Sections 66903 and 66904 of
the Education Code, that the University of California at Merced be ap-
proved asthetenth campusof the Univer sity of California system.

. TheCommission recommendsthat the Tri-College Center at Merced Col-

lege be considered as an approved educational center for all three public
systemsof higher education.

. The Commission recommends that, as the Univer sity creates educational

centersof theUniversity of Californiaat Merced in the Central Valley (e.g.
M odesto, Fresno, Baker sfield), it should conform tothe Commission’sGuide-
lines (CPEC, 1992b) in instancesin which regular credit instruction is of-
fered, and whereenrollmentshavereached, or will reach within threeyears
of the center’sopening, at least 500 full-time-equivalent students.

. Asacademic planning for the new campus proceeds, the Commission urges

the University to maintain the broad, rich vision enunciated in early plan-
ning efforts, and toresist thetemptation toreplicate conventional programs
and practices as the form and substance of the new campus takes shape.
The Commission believes the University should make every effort to be
innovativein itsresear ch and instructional programming and pedagogy, to
usetechnology tothefullest extent appropriate, and to extend itsprograms
and servicesbeyond the bor der sof the campus.

. TheCommission recommendsthat the Univer sity continueand enhancethe

gpirit of collaboration and cooper ation with other institutionsof higher edu-
cation intheCentral Valley to avoid any possibleduplication of effort, and
to extend resour ces and servicesto all of theresidents of theregion.

. TheCommission recommendsthat the Univer sity develop adetailed capital

outlay plan for theUC Merced campus. That plan should identify thetypes
of facilities(instructional, resear ch, library, media, administrative, etc.) and
infrastructure to be constructed through at least the year 2010, with cost
estimatesattached to each type of facility, and an overall cost estimateon a
year-by-year basis. The University should also consult with entities and



jurisdictionsbeyond the campusto develop estimatesfor thetypeand cost
of off-giteinfrastructure. Specifically, the Commission recommendsthat:

a. TheUniversity report tothe Commission in October 1999 concer ningits
five-year capital outlay budget plan for the UC M er ced campusthrough
2005;

b. TheUniversity report tothe Commissionin October 1999 concer ning any
changesit feelsareappropriateinitsenrollment projectionsin light of the
Commission’sreport, particularly regarding community collegetransfers;

c. TheUniversity report tothe Commission in October 1999 concer ningits
outreach effortsin the Central Valley to both high school and community
collegetransfers; and

d. TheUniversity report in thesummer of 2000 -- or assoon asreasonably
feasiblefollowing Regental approval -- concer ning the contentsof theL ong-
Range Development Plan for the UC Merced campus.
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Background to the Proposal

Introduction

Sincetheinception of the Master Plan for Higher Education, 1960-1975, the Cali-
fornialLegidature hasassgned to the California Postsecondary Education Commission
-- andtoits predecessor, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education -- the respon-
shility for overseeing the orderly growth of public higher educationinthe State. While
the Governor and the L egid ature have always maintained ultimate authority for final
gpprova of new inditutions, they have never overridden arecommendation from either
the Commission or the Council about building anew campus or the gppropriateness of
anew ste.

The specific Education Code sectionsthat assign oversight responsibilitiesto the Com-
missionincludethefollowing:

66903 (5). It [the Commission] shall advisethe Legidature and Governor re-
garding the need for and location of new ingtitutions and campuses of public
higher education.

66904. Itistheintent of the Legidaturethat Stesfor new ingtitutionsor branch-
esof the University of Cdiforniaand the CaliforniaState University, and the
classes of off-campus centers asthe commission shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired unlessrecommended by the commission.

A further section (E.C. 89002) appliesonly to the California State University, butis
consistent with the two noted above.

Asthe code sectionsindicate, the L egidaturein the 1960s made clear that it wanted the
Coordinating Council to provide broad advice onlong-range planning matters, includ-
ing “theneed for and location of new ingtitutions’ of higher education. Atthetime, this
language (E.C. 66903[5]) wastaken to mean that the Council wasto conduct studiesof
the entire statewide planning environment, to examine enrol Iment growth and fisca re-
sources, and to suggest not only the number of new campusesthat might berequiredin
futureyears, but thegenera locationsinwhichthey might bebuilt. Thisledto aseriesof
reportsgenerically referred to asthe* additional centersstudies,” thelast of whichwas
conducted in 1968. When the Council wasreplaced by the Commission, theLegida
ture specified that adightly stronger and more specific charge was necessary by includ-
ing the statement of intent contained in Section 66904 aswell asretaining the genera
chargetoreview issuesof “need andlocation.” Inthisway, the Commissonwasgiven
aresponshility never offered to the Council. Theformer agency had only abroad and
genera long-range planning responsi bility that could be discharged independently of
any proposal for aspecific new campus or educational center. Onthe other hand, the
Commission has been required to review specific proposal s from each of the three
public systemssince 1974.
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Pursuant to these Education Code sections, the Commission devel oped guidelinesun-
der whichit would review new campus and educationd center proposalsin 1975. These
administrative procedures and criteriafor eva uation of proposalswerethenrevisedin
1978, 1982, 1990, and 1992.

Themost recent version of these administrative principleswas entitled Guideinesfor

Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleges, and Education-

al Centers(Appendix A, 1992b). Thisverson differed fromitspredecessorsin several

sgnificant respects

+ |t gave specific support to the ideathat each of the three public systems should
engagein an ongoing and thorough long-range planning process -- a process that
would offer guidanceto policy makersasto the number of new ingtitutionsthat might
be needed over the course of afive- to ten-year planning window;

+ |t stated specific policy assumptionsthat would guide the Commission’ sreviews,
such asthe assumption that “ The University of Californiaplansand developsits
campuses. . . onthebasisof statewide need”;

+ |t offered specific definitions of theterms* University Campus’ and “ Educational
Center”; and

+ Itingtituted atwo-stage process of review that includesapreliminary “ L etter of In-
tent” stagethat permitsthe Commission to recommend against aproposa a anearly
stage before planning and commitments have extended so far that it isvirtually im-
possibleto dow down or stop apoor proposal. The second stageincludesa“Needs
Study” that contains more extensive information, asexplained in Part Four of this
report.

These changes responded to two previous Commission reports, Higher Education at
the Crossroads (1990) and A Framework for Statewide Facilities Planning (1992a).
Both of these reportsrecommended stronger planning effortsby both the public systems
and the Commission. I|mplementation of thisrecommendation has not been entirely
successful, asonly the Board of Governorsof the CaliforniaCommunity Collegesre-
sponded specifically to the Commission’scall for along-range plan that identifiesthe
number and location of new campusesand centers. Nevertheless, both the California
State University and the University of Cdiforniahave, fromtimetotime, re-examined
their priorities, developed |ong-range enrollment projections, and submitted five-year
capital outlay projections.

Inthe University of California scase, the Board of Regents, inthelate 1980s, directed
thenine campusesto re-eva uate their long-range devel opment plans (LRDP s) with the
purpose of identifying growth and resource needsthrough the year 2005. Thisdirective
occurred at atimewhen the University believed that it would need to build asmany as
three new campusesto serve anticipated enrollments, but that ambitious agendafoun-
deredintheearly 1990swhen Californiafell into itsmost severe recessionin decades.

Because these and other planswerelargely swept away by economic and fiscal rever-
sals, most of thelong-range planning agendas that had been anticipated some years ear-



lier never reached fruition. AsCaliforniabegan to emerge from the recession, however,
it became gpparent that the earlier forecastsfor strong growth might well till cometrue,
although delayed to some extent by the scarcity of resources. Accordingly, the Com-
mission determined that it could best function in anew and term-limited legidative en-
vironment by identifying the mgor challengesfacing higher education inthe coming ten
years, and by analyzing enrollment growth and resource congtraints in amore compre-
hensive manner thaninthepast. That consciousnessled to two reports, The Challenge
of the Century (1995a) and A Capacity for Growth (1995b), in which the Commis-
son presented both the L egid ature and the higher education community with a broad
estimate of both future needs and the State’ sability to meet them. Those reports, which
are both currently in the process of being revised, established planning forecasts that
have proven to be remarkably accurate in terms of enrollment demand, economic
growth, and resource needs. They form amajor backdrop to the consideration of the
proposal to establish anew ingtitution in Merced that, if approved and funded, will be-
cometheUniversity of Cdifornia stenth campus.

Contentsof this
report

Thisreport reviewsaproposa by the University of Cdiforniato build anew campus, its
tenth, in Merced County inthe San Joaquin Vdley. At present, the University plansto
open that campus with itsfirst freshman class, and atotal enrollment of 1,000 Full-
Time-Equivaent Students (FTES), inthefal of 2005. Over the subsequent fiveyears,
enrollment isexpected to grow to 5,000 FTES, with the graduate division accounting
for about 10 percent of total enrollment. By theyear 2014-15, the University antici-
patesthat enrollment will have grownto 7,310, including 1,023 graduate students, or
14 percent of thetotal.

These numbers, and others, are discussed more extensively in Part Four of thisreport.
Three maps of the area, which give the proposed campus|ocation in different geo-
graphic scales, areincludedinthissection asDisplays 1, 2, and 3:

+ Display 1 showsthe precise position of the proposed campus on the next page;

+ Digplay 2, on page 13, presentsthe configuration of the 2,000 acres upon which the
University proposesto build the campus (thetotal “footprint” is 2,550 acres, from
which 2,000 acreswill be chosen); and,

+ Display 3, on page 14, delineatesthe“footprint” for the campuswithin thelarger
VirginiaSmith and Cyril Smith Trust propertiesthat will eventualy becomeafully
developed 10,300-acre area.

Thisreport also representsthefirst timethat either the Coordinating Council or the
Commission has ever reviewed a proposa for a new University of California
campus. Because of that precedent, the Commission believesthat an overview of
the extensive history of the proposal, including the processes that led to submis-
sion of the University’ s Letter of Intent and Needs Study, will be beneficial. That
history and process review are contained in Part Three of this report -- a section
that congtitutes adeparture from previous Commission reviews of new campusesand
educational centers.
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DISPLAY1

12

Central Valley Regional Map, with the University of California at Merced Ste and
Other University of California and California State University Campuses

The planning history of the proposed University of Californiaat Merced campusis
discussed firdt, beginning withitsoriginsin thelate 1980s as part of apackage of three
campuses presented to the Regents by President David P. Gardner. The next section
includesadiscussion of themgor issues surrounding the proposdl, itslocation withinthe
University’ sstatewide growth context, including systemwide enrollment projections, and
physical capacity. The purpose of this section isto provide sufficient information for
policy makersto reach conclus onsabout the necessity of building the new campus.

Part Four of thisreport isatraditiona feature of Commission reviews, and reviews each
of theten criteria contained in the Commission’ s Guidelines. These criteriaaddress
such issues as enrolIment projections (including aformal projection approved by the
Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance -- Appendix B), the ques-



DISPLAY 2 View of Merced and Environs, with the Proposed University of California at Merced Ste

tion of viable aternatives, academic planning, environmenta issues, effectson other in-
dtitutions, economic efficiency, and other matters. Taken collectively, the criteriarep-
resent not only acomprehensive description of the proposal, but a series of questions
that the proposing indtitution, in this casethe University of Cdifornia, should answer con-
vincingly. It isnot necessary that the proposal meet some stringent standard applied
to every criterion, but it is necessary that the proposal, taken asawhole and in con-
text, satisfy astandard of reasonableness sufficient to encourage policy makers, such
asthe Governor and the Legidature, to alocate resources sufficient to makeit aredli-

ty.

13



DISPLAY3  Cyril Smith and Virginia Smith Trust Properties, with Proposed 2000 Acre Ste for the
Proposed University of California at Merced Campus
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An Overview of the Maor Issues

Thisportion of the Commission’ sreview of the proposed University of Caiforniaat
Merced campuswill focus on two subjects.

+ achronology of eventsthat led to the current review; and,

+ adatewideanadysisof projected enrollmentsand ingtitutiona capacity over the next
tenyears.

More specific enrolIment questions are discussed in Part Four, particularly whether the
Centra Valley can generate sufficient enrollments to make this proposed campusavi-
ableingitution.

A brief history

of the proposal
for the University
of California

at Merced

TheBoard of Regentsof the University of Californiahasbeen contemplating the possi-
bility of additional campusessinceat least 1988. Inthat year, President David P. Gard-
ner recommended the creation of three new campuses, onein northern Caifornia, one
inthesouth, and athirdinthe San Joaquin Valey. Therecommendation emerged from
aninternd analysisin the Office of the President that forecast strong enrollment growth
and the probability that the existing eight general campuseswould all reach their de-
signed capacities (LRDPlimits) within a10to 15 year period. Such aconclusion left
only afew options:

¢ abandon the Master Plan and its commitment to draw its freshman student body
from thetop 12.5 percent of the high school graduating class, and the Regental
policy of admitting al digibleapplicants;

+ rasetheenrollment capacitiesof the existing general campuses, or,
¢ build new campuses.

Thefirst optionwasnever serioudy considered. The second option wasreected onthe
primary groundsthat Californiadid not wish to replicate the mega-universities of the
Midwest, such asthe University of 1llinois (36,000 students), or Ohio State (50,000
students). Additionaly, local size congtraints or environmental concernswould have
prohibited substantial growth on at least some campuses. Thethird option, then, of
building new campuseswastheonly viable possibility.

Asnoted above, the University also undertook to revisethe LRDP sfor each of itscam-
puses. These mgjor efforts required an examination of development patterns, building
needs, enrollment capacity, and acomplete environmental impact review.

Selection of the San
Joaquin Valley as
the location for a

tenth campus

In March of 1989, President Gardner appointed a Site Selection Task Forcethat in-
cluded two Regents, two Chancellors, the chair of the statewide Academic Council, an
aumni representative, and threevice-presidents. That group’ sobjectivewasto identify
asmany as 50 to 60 sites statewide that should be considered as |ocations for new
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campuses. Thislarger number would eventually be narrowed to afinal list of eight
candidates from which three new campus siteswould be chosenin 1991 (UC, 1989).
Subsequently, other steswere considered that brought thetotal to between 85and 100
that recelved at best asuperficial examination.

In February of 1990, the Regents decided to focus on asingleregion, and directed the
selection group to concentrate its effortson the San Joagquin Valley. The primary reason
for thisemphasi swasthefact that the Central Valey had thelowest first-time freshman
participation rate of any area of the State and it was the only major areawithout a
University of Cdiforniacampus.

At the sametime, the Office of the President selected agroup of “faculty advisors’

representing each of the nine existing campusesin the system, and abroad range of
disciplines. Theseindividua swerecharged with theresponsibility of developing abroad
outline of an academic plan for the new campusaswell aspreliminary capita and oper-
ating budgets. At thetime, it was estimated that the new campuswould openitsdoors
inthefall of 1997 or 1998. Moreover, President Gardner continued to emphasizethe
need for two additional campuses before 2005 (UC 1990a).

In July 1990, the search narrowed to an examination of 20 sitesthat wereto undergo a
more detailed analysisby consultants. Thisexamination considered such factorsas
transportation access, demographics, housing avail ability, geotechnical consderations,
noise, water, utilities, public support, local growth policies, and esthetic apped. These
20l ocationswerethen culled to 8 preferred sites before being presented to the Board of
Regents. A few monthslater, the Regentsvisited all eight sitesand also held public
meetingsin Modesto and Fresno to receive public comment about Site selection (As-
sembly, 1997).

At about thistime, when thefinal 1990-91 State Budget was being prepared, thefirst
clouds of the coming recession were noticed. Asthe University noted in oneof its
Updates on tenth campus planning:

Sate budget trouble could affect campus planning

The state budget uncertaintiesin Sacramento haveleft the Univeraity of Cdlifor-
niawith planning uncertainties of itsown, not theleast of whichisthe schedule
for identification and development of anew campus. UC President David P.
Gardner, in announcing potential campussitesin the centra region of the state,
said that proceeding with the planning schedulewill await the outcome of the
1990-91 budget currently under discussion in Sacramento (UC 1990b).

For theremainder of 1990, the University held a series of well-attended forumsin the
San Joaquin Valey areato solicit opinionsand comments about theeight finalist Sites.
An announcement of thethreefinalistswas scheduled for November, but budget driven
delaysbeganto emerge. Thedecision wasre-scheduled for the spring of 1991.

In March of 1991, the Task Force, supported by President Gardner, offered three rec-
ommendationsto the Regents: the Academy sitein Fresno County; Table Mountainin
Madera County; and, Lake Y osemitein Merced County. President Gardner also out-



lined aplan for the next stepsin the salection processwhich included “analytical work
onthethreefina sites, and [to] continue discussionswith landowners and with com-
munity and government leaders.” He a so expected to commence the Environmental
Impact Report processin 1992, to open the new campus “ between 1998 and 2000”
-- thelatter year appearing to be morelikely -- and to commence consideration of an
eleventh campusin 1992 (UC, 19914).

Impact of the
recession

Inlate 1991, it became apparent that the University’ stime schedule would haveto be
suspended, asthe strong negative impact of the recession began befelt. For the Uni-
versity, it posed adilemmathat President Gardner characterized in thefollowing man-
ner:

Quitesmply, weare confronting adilemma. Ontheonehand, the sufficiency of
the state’ sresourcesin thefutureisin real question, while on the other hand
demand for enrollment in the University under the Master Plan continuesto
increase (UC, 1991b).

All sgnspointed to thefact that the recess on would probably involve asevere econom-
ic correction and cause the University to suspend its planning schedule. At thesame
time, the University was determined to maintain as much momentum as possible, and
accordingly, pursued various option agreementswith property ownerswhereby any of
thethreefinaist Sitescould beheld for at least five yearsto determineif funding would
materidize.

For the next two years, the process of Site evaluation continued, but at amuch sower
pace dueto the shortage of resources. In May of 1993, the Board of Regents concluded
that resource congtraints made it fruitless to continue, and consequently voted to sus-
pend the entire process until additional fundsbecame available. That act prompted the
Legidatureto appropriate $1.5 million in September (from aprevioudy approved state-
wide bond issue) to the University to prepare environmental impact reports (EIR’s) for
each of thethreefinadist Sites.

Selecting the site of
the tenth campus

The EIR process began in December 1993, with the draft report rel eased on October
3,1994. Public hearingson that draft continued through November. As1995 began,
EIR hearingsfolded into further hearingsto receivetestimony from thosewho favored
oneor another of thethreesites. That processwaslargely concluded by the middle of
March. Asthe hearingsended, President Jack Peltason announced that the Regents
would makeafina decision onthesite of thetenth campuson May 19, 1995.

OnMay 2, Presdent Peltason completed his personal review of the prospective sites,
and recommended to the Board of Regentsthat it select either TableMountainin Mad-
eraCounty or Lake Y osemitein Merced County. He added that the Regents should
receiveaguaranteethat at least 2,000 contiguous acreswould be provided, and that the
ownerswould agreeto an option whereby the University could take possession of the
land at little or no cost at any time over a10-year period.
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At itsmeeting on May 18 and 19, 1995, the Regents discussed the options at length
and decided to secure the Lake Y osemite sitein Merced. The Regentsalso certified
the Final Environmenta Impact Report a the same meeting. On July 1, 1996, an agree-
ment was completed with the Merced County Board of Education, acting as Trustee
for the Virginia Smith Trust, whereby the University would be able to exercise an op-
tion on 2,000 acresin thetract at any time prior to June 30, 2007 for aconsideration
of $10,000.

Planning the
proposed new
campus

In January 1996, newly appointed University President Richard C. Atkinson named
Law Professor Daniel Simmonsof the Davis campusto the position of Associate Pro-
vost inthe Office of the President with therespongbility of developing afirst draft of the
academic plan for the proposed new campus. In doing so, the University acknowl-
edged -- asexplained more extensively in Part Four of thisreport -- that the academic
planto actudly guidethe new campus could not be created until those who would have
therespongbility for implementingit werein place, including aChancellor, an Academic
Vice-Chancdllor, and afounding faculty, at aminimum. Nevertheless, Mr. Smmons
advisory committee recommended aframework and vision that should guide further
thinking about the academic direction of thecampus. Thisvisionincluded theextensive
use of technology in both research and teaching, and the notion that the campuswould
serveasahub, or nerve center, for numerous educationd services extending from Stock-
tonto Bakersfield.

In January of 1997, President Atkinson appointed Carol Tomlinson-K easey to the po-
stion of Vice Provost for Academic Initiatives and Senior Associate to the President
for the UC Merced. Inthosedua capacities, sheisresponsiblefor overall coordina
tion and planning for the development of thiscampus. Currently, she supervises astaff
of about adozen professiond swho are guiding various aspects of campus devel opment.

Notification to the
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Commission

On April 10, 1997, President Atkinson initiated thefirst stepinthe Commission’sre-
view of the proposed campusby forwarding the“ L etter of Intent” to Executive Director
Warren H. Fox. That letter noted that, in spite of theactions of the Board of Regentsin
naming Lake Y osemite asthe sitefor the tenth campus:

... afind commitment to build the tenth campus depends on adequate resourc-
es both to devel op the new campus and to ensure the continued growth and
hedlth of the University’ sninecampuses. Becausethefunding issueremainsto
be resolved, the University cannot yet provide you with aresolution from the
Regentsauthorizing the new campus, athough we have enclosed their resolution
approving the preferred site (UC, 1997a).

An exchange of correspondence ensued between the two agenciesthat culminated in
the submission of aforma * Needs Study” on November 1, 1998; severa supplemental
submissionswere received by the Commission asrecently asMarch 1999.



Since one of the requirementsfor acomplete Letter of Intent isaresolution from the
governing board, the Commission noted on May 27, 1997 that aformal resol ution by
the Regents authorizing the campus had not yet been approved. Asaresult, the Board
of Regents considered the matter of authorization of the proposed campusthrough a
seriesof progressreportsfromitsstaff during that summer that culminated in a Septem-
ber 1997 Board resolution that read asfollows:

To enablethe University to (1) maintain overall undergraduate access at the
levelscontemplated in the CdiforniaMaster Plan for Higher Education, and (2)
fulfill itsteaching, research, and public servicemissoninthe San Joaquin Vdley,
the Regents authorize continued planning for and devel opment of atenth cam-
pusof the University of Californiaat the previoudy approved Lake Y osemite
stein Merced County. Thisauthorization recognizesthe need to continue aca-
demic program planning in coordination with planning of the physicd steand
the adjacent campus community. Inaddition, thisauthorizationwill enablethe
University of Caiforniato proceed with theformal steps of the statewide ap-
proval process. Itisunderstood that exercise of the option agreement to ac-
quirethe campus site and commencement of construction at the siteis contin-
gent on further action by The Regents and on the provision of state resources
adequate both to devel op the new campus and to ensure the continued health
and enrollment expansion of the University’ sexisting campuses (UC, 1997D).

The most important resolution of the Regents, the actud exercise of the option to take
possession of the property, hasyet to occur. This Regental decision will probably take
place only after thefirst capital outlay appropriation is approved by the Governor and
the Legidature, probably inthe summer of 2000 at the earliest. Neverthdess, theabove
resolution, together with supplemental materials contained in two other lettersfrom Pres-
ident Atkinson to Executive Director Fox in October and November of 1997, com-
pleted the Letter of Intent process to the maximum extent possible, and led Dr. Fox to
certify the completion of this step in the process that December (CPEC, 1997b).

Attending to the
development of the
academic plan

Subsequent events focused strongly on the academic planning process. The Univers-
ty indicated from the outset that its most important objective wasthe cregtion of the ac-
ademic plan. Fromthis, all of the proposed new campus' s architecture and adminis-
trative structure would inevitably emerge. It wasto the end of developing that plan that
the Smmons s committee was appointed, and to extending of that objective that Pres-
ident Atkinson appointed the Universitywide Academic Senate Task Forceonthe UC
Merced on September 9, 1998. That Task Force, chaired by San Diego Oceanog-
raphy Professor Fred Spiess, includes members from each of the nine campuses, with
staff from the Office of the President acting in a consultative capacity. It hasmet sev-
era timesand produced afirst draft of aplan that isdiscussed in Part Four of thisre-

port.
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Resour cesfor
planning the tenth
campus

The L egidature has been generousin providing planning fundsfor thiscampus. It ap-
propriated $9.9 million in the 1997-98 fiscal year, which Governor Wilson reduced to
$4.9 million; another $9.9 million was earmarked for planning in 1998-99. Addition-
aly, $1.5 million was dlocated for three “ distributed learning centers’ that includethe
Merced Tri-College Center, apartnership with the Stanidaus Agricultural Center in
Modesto, and athird siteto be determined in Bakersfield. Governor Gray Davis's
1999-00 budget contains another $9.9 million appropriation. The expenditure of these
fundsisdiscussed in greater detail in Part Four, and shown in Display 20. Likewise,
thesefundsareincluded in dightly different formin Appendix C in connection with the
University’ sreport to the Legidature on March 5, 1999.
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Enrollment
projectionsand
institutional
capacity: the
University asa
statewide
institution

TheUniversty of Californiahas cons stently been regarded by plannersand policy mak-
ersasadatewideingitution. ThisconceptisevidentintheMaster Plan’ sdirectivethat
the University draw its student body from the top el ghth of the statewide high school
graduating class, aswell asby the policy that astudent denied admission to hisor her
first choice of campuscan beredirected to an aternative. Thesepoliciesare unatered
by the recent change with respect to thetop four percent of each high school’ sgraduat-
ing classbeing eigiblenow for the University. Thisstatewideview formed the basisof
President Gardner’ s 1988 recommendation that three additiona campuseswould soon
be needed, sincetheentire University, asasystem, would soon reach itstota planned
capacity.

Thepolicy of defining the University asastatewide system hasbeen given officid sanc-
tion by the Commission on several occasions, most recently in 1990 and 1992 inits
Crossroadsreport and the Guidelinesthat govern thiscurrent analysis, respectively
(CPEC, 1990 and 1992b). Inthelatter document, which outlinesthe policy assump-
tionsthat dictatetheform of itsreview, the Commission stated: “The University of
Cdliforniaplansand devel opsits campuses and off-campus centers on the basis of
satewideneed.” These statements, and their antecedents, areimportant in determining
whether thereisan identifiable need for anew University campus. If that need isnot
identifiable, then no regional considerations need be applied to theissue. To put this
another way, regardless of the need for an University of Caiforniacampusinthe Central
Valley -- perhapsbased on the low participation rates of the residents of that region or
even genera scarcity of University services-- that area sneeds cannot be considered if
thereisno clearly demonstrable need for another campuson astatewide basis. That
standard need not be applied to the California State University nor the CaliforniaCom-
munity Colleges becauseregional and local needs have consistently formed powerful
rationaesfor new indtitutionsin those systems.

Inthe Univergty of California s case, the determination of need comesfrom the exam-
ination of two data sets, one of them relatively objective and readily obtainable -- en-
rollment projections -- and the other amatter of great complexity and some interpre-
tation -- physical capacity. Eachisdiscussed in the next two sections.



Enrollment  1n 1995, the Commission projected that University of Californiaenrollmentswould

projections  grow by about one percent per year between fall 1993 and fall 2000. From fall 2000to
fall 2005, growth would accel erateto an average of 2.2 percent per year for that five-
year interval. The Commission also forecast that, even with arelatively substantial
building program, it waslikely that the University would reach its systemwide physica
capacity, given current Long-Range Devel opment Plan (LRDP) limitationsfor theeight
generd campuses, by 2005 or shortly thereafter. Specificaly, the Commission reached
thefollowing concluson:

The Commission’ sandysisof capacity at the University of Cdiforniaindicates
that continued growth on the elght general campuseswill obviatetheneed for a
ninth genera campus (the Centrd Valley campus) through thefina year of this
projection, 2005-06. However, the capacity anaysisdoesindicate that 1,900
studentswill remain unserved as of 2005-06 dueto capacity restrictions, and
whileit isassumed that the University can accommodate anumber that small
through greeter efficienciesor minor overenrollment throughout the system, itis
likely that anew genera campuswill ultimately berequired at an asyet undeter-
mined date after 2005. Giventheextraordinary lead timesto develop sucha
campus-- a least five yearsfrom groundbreaking to occupancy -- plus addi-
tional timefor planning and financing, enrollment growth at the University will
need to bewatched closely over the next fiveyearsin order to determinewhen
the new campus should enroll itsfirst class (CPEC, 1995h).

Currently, the Commissionisrevigngitsenrollment projectionsand will publishthemfor
all three public systemsof Californiahigher education by next fal. Intheinterim, the
latest annud projection of University enrollmentsfrom the Demographic Research Unit
(DRU) of the Department of Financeisshown, together with the Commission’s1995
undergraduate projection, in Displays4 and 5 below.

Thesetwo displaysgiveaclear pictureof the University’ senrollment future, whichis
characterized by strong growth that crestsin thelater years of thefirst decade of the
new millennium, perhaps around 2008, when total undergraduate enrollment is project-
edtoincreaseby 3.3 percent. Thisgrowthisattributabletothearrival of Tidd Wavell
-- the children of the Baby Boom generation.

After that time, the Demographic Research Unit continuesto project growth, but there
isadecline from the high in 2008 to an increase of |ess than one percent in 2012.
Overdl, demand for the University isexpected to increase by 58,633 students between
fall 1998 and fall 2010, including 5,053 graduate students. Thetotal increaseisap-
proximately equal to building two additional campusesthe size of Berkeley or UCLA.

The projected demand in undergraduate studentsis much greater than for graduate stu-
dentsbecause, in part, undergraduate enrollment islargely driven by demographics, and
in part because graduate enrollment isrelatively easy to manage through the admissons
process. Under the Master Plan and Regentd policy, the University isobligated to ac-
cept dl digible gpplicantsfrom the top elghth of the state€ s high school graduating class,
but thereisno similar policy with respect to graduate students. Each graduatedivison
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DISPLAY 4  University of California Headcount Enrollments,

to 2012 (Projected)

1990 to 1997 (Actual) and 1998

Historical Enrollments

Undergraduate Graduate Total Urcw: dzlf;:r ;Sggte
Year Enrollment % Incr. Enrol I ment % Incr. Enrollment % Incr. Pr ojection
1990 125,044 28,564 153,608
1991 125,417 0.3% 28,039 -1.8% 153,456 -0.1%
1992 124,789 -0.5% 28,212 0.6% 153,001 -0.3%
1993 122,657 -1.7% 27,657 -2.0% 150,314 -1.8% 122,272
1994 121,940 -0.6% 27,793 0.5% 149,733 -0.4% 123,873
1995 123,948 1.6% 27,208 -2.1% 151,156 1.0% 125,404
1996 126,260 1.9% 27,867 2.4% 154,127 2.0% 126,936
1997 128,976 2.2% 28,527 2.4% 157,503 2.2% 128,468
Department of Finance Projection
Projected Under gr aduate Graduate Total
1998 132,736 2.9% 29,008 1.7% 161,744 2.7% 130,004
1999 137,546 3.6% 29,417 1.4% 166,963 3.2% 131,551
2000 142,972 3.9% 29,675 0.9% 172,647 3.4% 135,068
2001 148,455 3.8% 29,963 1.0% 178,418 3.3% 138,890
2002 152,970 3.0% 30,323 1.2% 183,293 2.7% 142,578
2003 156,973 2.6% 30,638 1.0% 187,611 2.4% 146,145
2004 160,416 2.2% 30,990 1.1% 191,406 2.0% 149,771
2005 163,703 2.0% 31,368 1.2% 195,071 1.9% 152,930
2006 167,603 2.4% 31,829 1.5% 199,432 2.2%
2007 171,749 2.5% 32,310 1.5% 204,059 2.3%
2008 177,451 3.3% 32,858 1.7% 210,309 3.1%
2009 182,286 2.7% 33,449 1.8% 215,735 2.6%
2010 186,316 2.2% 34,061 1.8% 220,377 2.2%
2011 189,305 1.6% 34,800 2.2% 224,105 1.7%
2012 189,941 0.3% 35,625 2.4% 225,566 0.7%

Source: Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit Specia Projection;
A Capacity for Growth (CPEC, 1995b)
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DISPLAY 5 Actual and Projected University of California Enrollments, 1990 to 2012
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can admit as many students as resources and perceptions of their quality permit. Thus,
inthe current Demographic Research Unit projections, the 12-year estimate for under-
graduates shows a40.4 percent increase, while the graduate divison increases by only
17.4 percent. Thisrelationship could changeif the University issuccessful inincreas-
ing the number of graduate sudents, asit has consstently stated isitsintention. Should
itsintention become redlity, the increase projected for graduate students and, conse-
quently, theincreasein total enrollment could be even higher than currently projected.

Physical capacity

Inits 1995 report, A Capacity for Growth, the Commission estimated that the Univer-
sity’ sphysical capacity numbered just over 154,000 FTE students. Thisestimatewas
derived from adetailed analysis of existing space and utilization standardsthat have
been used for many yearsto determineingtitutiona capacity. Unfortunately, those stan-
dards, which were created mostly in the 1950s and 1960s, are now so antiquated that
itisdifficult torely onthem asthe sole standard of ingtitutiond ability to enroll students.
The standards are based on an assumption that hasbecomelessand lessrdiableinthe
Information Age, that total institutional capacity can be measured solely by activity in
classrooms and teaching laboratories. 1n 1995, the Commission reported that class-
roomsonly accounted for 2.9 percent of the University of California stota spaceonits
eight general campuses, with teaching laboratories adding another 5.2 percent (8.1 per-
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centtota). Today, computers, theinternet, teleconferencing, and other eectronic means
of delivering instruction, together with anincrease in theinstructional use of research
laboratories, have rendered thetraditional space standards|essaccurate asameasuring
device, and accordingly, lessuseful. Nevertheless, the Commission continuesto recog-
nize these standards, even though they add cons derable complexity to the question of
physical resourcesand capacity.

The Commission responded to the capacity analysis problemin 1995 by suggesting that
adistinction should be made between “technical capacity” and “real capacity.” The
former refersto theformulaic result of applying the old space standards, with thelatter
adjusting that result to account for identifiable anomdies. The Commisson’ sestimate of
theUniversity’ sreal capacity in 1995, which varied from thefigures derived from the
Space stlandards, resulted from adjusting the technical capacity numbersfor both Berke-
leyand UCLA.

Display 6 showsthetechnica capacity for the University in 1997, with Display 7 indi-
cating thereal capacity. Thedifferenceisdramatic, astechnica excesscapacity inthe
systemisreduced from 16,609 FTES to areal excess capacity total of only 3,583
FTES.

The distinction between these two measures of capacity isbest illustrated by examining
thesituationat UCLA. According to the standards, UCLA hasan excess enrollment
capacity of 11,322 Full-Time-Equivaent Students (FTES) asindicated on Digplay 6. In
fact, the Legidative Anayst recently suggested that the space surpluswas sufficient for
11,796 additional FTES. If that weretrue, then UCLA should be ableto grow toan
enrollment of over 40,000 studentswithout building any additional space. However,
any largeingtitution needsto be considered asan organic whole. There may be suffi-
cient classroom and teaching laboratory spaceto add 10,000 additional students, but
that decision would require the hiring of over 500 faculty for whom there would be
insufficient offices, research laboratories, and administrative support. Proportiona in-
creasesin student services, plant maintenance, and other University functionswould
need to occur aswell. Inthe case of UCLA, the campusislandlocked in the heavily
developed Westwood areaof Los Angeles. The addition of such alarge number of
studentswould a so violate the campus scarefully developed LRDPlimitsand would
probably involve numerousenvironmenta issues. Indeed, thered estimateof UCLA'S
capacity suggeststhat the campus could accommodate only an additional 2,264 stu-
dents, asindicated on Display 7.

Display 8 presentsoneversion of University of Californiasystemwide capacity. If cur-
rent physical capacity remainsrelatively static -- someadditional capacity will beadded
over thenext severa yearsasaresult of Proposition 1A -- at the sametimethat enroll-
ment beginsthe stronger growth curve projected by both the Commissionin 1995 and
Demographic Research Unitin 1998, the University will need asubstantial amount of
additional spaceimmediately. Thisdisplay reflectsthereatively small increasesin ca-
pacity currently anticipated inthe University’ sfive-year projection contained inthe Space
Tables(UC, 1999b).



DISPLAY 6 Analysis of University of California Enrollment Capacity Based Solely on Technical
Results of 1970 and 1973 Legislative Space Sandards
Total
) WSCH? wscH! | wscH!  FTES
WSCH Capacity Capacity | Capacity  Capacity
Technical  wsCH'  Exceeds | WSCH WSCH'  Exceeds | Exceeds  Exceeds
Campus Capaci ty3 L oad L oad Capaci tyl‘4 L oad Load Load Load’
Berkeley 414,736 | 350,001 64,735 53,700 48,325 5,376 70,110 5,010
Davis 220,968 | 246,879 -25,911 49,085 59,063 -9,978 -35,889 -2,540
Irvine 236,209 | 193,447 42,762 15,165 22,394 -7,229 35,534 2,694
Los Angeles 507,336 = 361,341 | 145,995 33,953 29,528 4,425 150,420 11,322
Riverside 141,488 106,739 34,749 17,969 17,836 133 34,883 2,683
San Diego 196,264 222,038 -25,774 25,476 20,904 4572 -21,202 -1,501
SantaBarbara 213,397 | 222,752 -9,355 37,773 37,401 372 -8,982 -631
SantaCruz 125592 132,290 -6,698 20,550 20,011 539 -6,159 -428
Totals 2,055,992 1,835,487 220,505 253,671 | 255,462 -1,790 218,714 16,609
1. WSCH = Weekly Student Contact Hours.
2. ASF = Assignable Square Feet.
3. Capacity determined by using 1970 legislative standards of .43 ASF/WSCH + 10% for service space.
4. Capacity determined by using 1973 legislative standards that vary by type of laboratory.
5. WSCH divided by contact hours per headcount student on each campus to determine FTES.

Source: University of California: Actual Fall 1997 data from the Fall 1998 Space Inventory and Space Tables.

However, waysexist to expand thiscapacity considerably, if the University iscommit-
ted to expanding enrollment asrapidly asresourcespermit. At present, theUniversity’s
projection of the use of Proposition 1A funds does not appear to anticipate large ca-
pacity increases, which may be dueto itscurrent need for seismic retrofitting and the
requirementsof the Americanswith DisabilitiesAct.

However, the University isexploring ways of expanding capacity inthe short run by
adopting someor al of the possibilities presented in Display 9. President Atkinson
presented these possibilitiesto the Regentsrecently: off-campus education; more ex-
tensive use of summer sessions; expansion of instructional days, weeks, or years, rises
incampus LRDP limits; and, the addition of the proposed campusat Merced.

Ontheother hand, if commitments change and the University and the State endeavor to
expand capacity on those general campusesthat have not yet reached their LRDP
limits, then alarge percentage of the antici pated enrollment surge can probably be ac-
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DISPLAY 7 Analysis of University of California Enrollment Capacity Adjusted for Reduced Ca-
pacity at the Berkeley and Los Angeles Campuses
Total
) WSCH* WSCH' | WsCH* FTE$2
WSCH Capacity Capacity | Capacity  Capacity
Technical  wsCH'  Exceeds | WSCH ~ WsSCH'  Exceeds | Exceeds — Exceeds
Campus Capaci ty3 Load Load Capaci tyl‘4 Load Load Load Load’

Berkeley 414,736 = 350,001 64,735 53,700 48,325 5,376 70,110 1,002
Davis 220,968 | 246,879 -25,911 49,085 59,063 -9,978 -35,889 -2,540
Irvine 236,209 | 193,447 42,762 15,165 22,394 -7,229 35,534 2,694
Los Angeles 507,336 | 361,341 | 145,995 33,953 29,528 4,425 150,420 2,264
Riverside 141,488 106,739 34,749 17,969 17,836 133 34,883 2,683
San Diego 196,264 222,038 -25,774 25,476 20,904 4572 -21,202 -1,501
SantaBarbara 213,397 222,752 -9,355 37,773 37,401 372 -8,982 -631
SantaCruz 125592 132,290 -6,698 20,550 20,011 539 -6,159 -428

Totals 2,055,992 1,835,487 220,505 253,671 255,462 -1,790 218,714 3,543
1. WSCH = Weekly Student Contact Hours.
2. ASF = Assignable Square Feet.
3. Capacity determined by using 1970 legislative standards of .43 ASHWSCH + 10% for service space.
4. Capacity determined by using 1973 legislative standards that vary by type of laboratory.
5. WSCH divided by contact hours per headcount student on each campus to determine FTES.

Source: University of California: Actual Fall 1997 data from the Fall 1998 Space Inventory and Space Tables
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commodated, at |east through 2010. To consider thispossibility, the Commissonsim-
ulated theimpact if the University were to begin anew commitment to growth by ex-
panding each campus, other than Berkeley and Los Angeles, by 600 FTE students per
year until variousLRDPlimitswerereached. 1f begun now -- and dways assuming that
the necessary resources are provided -- the additional capacity could bein place around
2002-03.

Display 10 presentstheresultsof the Commission’ ssimulation to expand physical ca
pacity. These adjustments have been incorporated into the “ Current/Projected FTES
Capacity” numbersshownin Display 10.

Additiondly, the Commission assumesthat the University will endeavor toimplement at
least thefirst threeitemsin Display 9 asrapidly aspossible. Thesethree policy changes
collectively could generate asmuch as 17,000 FTESin additiona capacity. Thefirst
two possibilities -- increased use of off-campus centers and summer sessions -- are
estimated by the University to generate 7,000 FTES. In Display 10, the Commission



DISPLAY 8 Projected Capacity and Enrollment at the University of California, 1997-98 to 2010-11

Total Current Capacity Total Projected L oad Excess Capacity

Weekly Weekly

Student Full-Time- Student Full-Time-

Contact Equival ent Contact Equival ent

Year Hours' Students” Hour s’ Students’ WSCH FTES

1997-98 2,133,239 155,069 2,090,400 151,486 42,839 3,583
1998-99 2,128,916 154,812 2,146,687 155,565 -17,771 -753
1999-00 2,141,970 155,717 2,215,954 160,585 -73,984 -4,868
2000-01 2,144,267 155,882 2,291,393 166,052 -147,126 -10,170
2001-02 2,140,667 155,602 2,367,986 171,602 -227,319 -16,000
2002-03 2,166,980 157,457 2,432,688 176,291 -265,708 -18,834
2003-04 2,200,779 159,878 2,489,997 180,444 -289,218 -20,566
2004-05 2,200,779 159,878 2,540,365 184,094 -339,586 -24,216
2005-06 2,200,779 159,878 2,589,007 187,619 -388,228 -27,741
2006-07 2,200,779 159,878 2,646,887 191,813 -446,108 -31,935
2007-08 2,200,779 159,878 2,708,297 196,264 -507,518 -36,385
2008-09 2,200,779 159,878 2,791,248 202,275 -590,469 -42,397
2009-10 2,200,779 159,878 2,863,262 207,494 -662,483 -47,615
2010-11 2,200,779 159,878 2,924,871 211,958 -724,092 -52,080

Weekly Student Contact Hour (WSCH) capacity derived from UC Space Analysis tables.
Weekly Student Contact Hours divided by the systemwide contact hours per FTE student (13.8).
Full-time-equivalent student multiplied by the systemwide contact hours per FTE student (13.8).

A WD e

Demographic Research Unit headcount projection adjusted for the past five-year average
difference between Fall headcount and annualized FTES.

Source: UC Space Analysis Tables; UC Fall 1997 utilization analysis; CPEC staff analysis.

assumesthat thoseitemswill beimplemented withinthe next fiveyears, sarting in 2000-
01. TheUniversty offered no estimatefor additional capacity generated by expanding
theinstructional day, week, and year, but the Commission believes 10,000 FTES can
be used asareasonable goal at least on aninterim basis. That goal could be reached
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over an eight-year period

DISPLAY 9 Policy Changes Capable of Increasing Campus Capacity ontheassumption that half
o eased of thetotal will beimple-
mented withinthreeyears,
Headcount . .

. Enrol I ment with the remainder added
Possible Change at therateof 1,000 FTES

A. Increased use of off-campus centers 5,000 per year.
, . _ The policy change of re-
B. Use summer sessions more intensively 2,000 evauating theL RDPlimits
of those campuses that
C. Expand the instructiona day, week, and year 10,0007 havenot reached thoselim-
itsshould havelittle effect
D. Re-evauate LRDP" limitations 11,000° prior to 2006-07, even if
the existing campuses
E. UC Merced 5,000 adopt astrong growth pos-
ture beginningin 2002-03.
Total (Headcount) 33,000 Inthat year, and again as-
suming growth of 600
Total (Full-Time Equivalent Students) 30,360" FTES per year where pos-
sible, Santa Barbara and
Santa Cruz should reach

1
2
3.
4

. Long-Range Development Plan
. Preliminary CPEC Estimate; UC provided no estimate in this category

UC estimate was 10,000 to 12,000 headcount students

. FTES derived by applying most recent ratio of UC headcount to FTES.

Source: UC Regents Agenda, February 10, 1999, Item 303.

their limits. SantaBarbara
may expand further, but it
seemsunlikely that Santa
Cruzwill grow larger, giv-
enstrong loca opposition

toexpanding theszeof the
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campus. Davis should

reachitslimitin 2008-09,
with none of the remaining campusesreaching their limitsuntil after 2010-11. Accord-
ingly, the Commission has assumed that Santa Barbarawill continueto grow by 600
FTESfor five additiona years, with Davisgrowing for three additiona years. These
assumptionshaveall beenincorporated into Display 10 to producethe” Revised Pro-
jected ExcessFTES Capacity.”

Congtruction of anew campus at Merced has a so beenincorporated into thefiguresin
Display 10. Thiscampusisassumed to start with an enrollment of 1,000 FTESin 2005
06 and expand at arate matching the Demographic Research Unit’ sprojection thereat-
ter.

Most of these optionswill require capital resourcesthat are not currently available or
identified, but Display 10 does suggest that program extensionsand more effectivefacil-
itiesutilization can potentialy increasethe capacity of the existing campuses by asub-
stantia amount, possibly by the equivalent of another large campus. At the sametime,
optionsthat produce the most additiona capacity, including expanding the existing cam-
puses, raising the LRDP limits, using off-campus centers, building anew campus at



DISPLAY 10 Projected Capacity and Enrollment at the University of California, with Normal
Growth to LRDP Limits, Plus Additional Capacity (per Display 9), 2000-01 to 2010-11

Potential
Current/ Current/ Current/ Additional FTES Revised Projected
Projected FTES Projected FTES Projected Excess Capacity Excess FTES

Year Capacity L oad FTES Capacity (Display 9) Capacity
1997-98 155,069 151,486 3,583 0 3,583
1998-99 154,812 155,565 -753 0 -753
1999-00 155,717 160,585 -4,868 0 -4,868
2000-01 155,882 166,052 -10,170 3,400 -6,770
2001-02 155,602 171,602 -16,000 6,800 -9,200
2002-03 161,057 176,291 -15,234 9,200 -6,034
2003-04 167,078 180,444 -13,366 11,600 -1,766
2004-05 169,323 184,094 -14,771 14,000 =771
2005-06 172,923 187,619 -14,696 16,000 1,304
2006-07 176,501 191,813 -15,312 17,683 2,371
2007-08 179,501 196,264 -16,763 19,430 2,667
2008-09 182,501 202,275 -19,774 20,177 403
2009-10 185,501 207,494 -21,993 20,924 -1,069
2010-11 188,501 211,958 -23,457 21,671 -1,786

Weekly Student Contact Hour (WSCH) capacity derived from UC Space Analysis tables.
Weekly Student Contact Hours divided by the systemwide contact hours per FTE student (13.8).
Full-time-equivalent student multiplied by the systemwide contact hours per FTE student (13.8).

A WD e

Demographic Research Unit headcount projection adjusted for the past five-year average
difference between Fall headcount and annualized FTES.

Source: UC 1999 Space Analysis Tables; UC Fall 1997 utilization analysis; CPEC staff analysis.

Merced, and probably expanding summer sessionswill al require both time and con-
sderableresources. Inthecaseof UC Merced, the 5,000 student addition will not be
complete, under current plans, until 2010.

A close examination of Display 10 suggeststhat the University can approach aresolu-
tion of itscurrent capacity deficiencies, but only if agreat many possibilities, many un-
proven, areimplemented, and if considerable resourcesare provided. Under the most
optimistic scenario, asmany as 21,671 additional FTES can be generated by 2010-11
-- including the 5,000 FTES projected for UC Merced, plusthe other FTES that might
be generated by raising current LRDP limitations. Evenwith al of these actions, how-
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ever, theUniversity will dmost certainly experience anet space deficit almost immedi-
ately that will crest under the Commission’ sDigplay 10 scenarioin 2001-02. Over the
succeeding four years, asactionsareimplemented to increase capacity, the space deficit
should decrease, and then be liminated in 2005-06. After that, continued strong growth
will push the University into another space deficit in 2009-10 even with the Merced
campusand some of the other campusesgrowing rapidly. Thisprojection only extends
t02010-11, but it appearsthat, even with Merced, the University will face considerable
chdlengestoenroll al of theresdentsof Cdiforniawhowill bequdifiedto attend. Such
aset of circumstances suggeststhat the University may have been correct whenit con-
sidered morethan one additional campusin 1988.
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A

A Review of the Commission’s
Criteria

Introduction

Asnoted in Part Two of thisreport, the Commissionismandated by the Legidatureto
provideitscounsal on“the need for and location of new ingtitutions and campuses of
public higher education.” That roleand respons bility hasbeen discharged by the Com-
mission, and by the Coordinating Council beforeit, for dmost 40 years, yetin all that
time, neither the Council nor the Commission hasever reviewed aproposal fromthe
University of Californiafor anew campusor an off-campuscenter. Accordingly, the
current processof reviewing UC Merced isunfamiliar to both the Commission and the
University, and must necessarily set precedentsfor theway in which new University
campuseswill bereviewed inthefuture.

Infulfilling itscharge under various Education Code sections, the Commissionintendsto
provide policymakerswith asmuch information aspossible. AlthoughtheCommission
isobligated under Section 66904 to offer arecommendation on any new campus or
center proposal it recelves-- and hasdone so in the current instance -- it believesthat
the most important el ement of the current report isthe dataand information it contains.
Ultimately, any fina decision onthe UC Merced proposal must liein the hands of the
Governor and the Legidature, for it isonly from thosetwo branches of government that
the necessary resourcesto build the campus can flow.

With the abovein mind, thisanalysis of UC Merced turnsto the Commission’ sten
criteriafor reviewing new campus proposal s, which have been arrayed into the seven
categories shown below:

+ Enrollment projections;

¢ Condderation of dternativesand environmental impact;

+ Academic planning and program justification;

+ Geographic and physicd accessibility;

+ Saving thedisadvantaged;

+ Effectsonother ingtitutions; and

+ Condderation of needed funding and economic efficiency.

Of thesg, it ispossibleto render arelatively complete evaluation of all but academic
planning and economic efficiency. Asto the academic plan, thereisno comprehensive
planinexistence, nor can therebeuntil achancellor and afounding faculty arein place.
At the sametime, the Commission hasasked the University to state, asclearly aspos-
gble, itsvisonfor thenew campus, and thisthe University hasdone, asreviewed inthe
academic planning section below.
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With regard to economic and fisca efficiency, it isimportant to understand that multi-
year cost datafor new campuses are inevitably projections, not budget requests. As
the Commission noted some years ago, there are large differences between year-to-year
budgetary reviews and long-range planning exercises (CPEC, 1995b). Long-range
planning inevitably involves aprocessthat definesthe parameters of anumber of pos-
siblefutures. Budgetary reviews are designed to determine exact expenditure levelsfor
clearly identified functions and purposes. Long-range planning isaway to think cre-
atively about the future; budget planning specifiesthat future more exactly. Long-range
planning isaway to organize dataand information into useful forms; budget planning
doesthe same, but with far greater definition. In short, long-range planning isapro-
cessthat leadsto severa possible outcomes; budget planning isaprocessthat leadsto
asngledesign fromwhich varianceisdiscouraged. Inthissense, the University’sNeeds
Study should be regarded as a planning document, not a budget document, and should
be both read and understood in that context. Thisis particularly important when re-
viewing the budgeting numbersin Display 20, and the capital outlay andysisinthefina
section of thisreport. The budget numbers presented are not requests for funds, but
estimates of the cost of one possiblefuture. Itisacertainty that they will changeasmore
databecome available, and the estimates and projections arerefined further. With those
considerationsin mind, the Commission’ s assessment of the UC Merced proposdl is
asfallows.
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Enrollment
projections

1.1 Enrollment projections must be sufficient to justify the establishment of the
“newingtitution,” asthat termisdefined above. For a proposed new college
or university campus, enrollment projections for each of thefirst ten years of
operation (fromthe college’ s or campus’s opening date) must be provided.

As the designated demographic agency for the State, the Demographic Re-
search Unit has the statutory responsibility for preparing systemwide and
district enrollment projections. For a proposed new institution, the Unit will
approve all projections of undergraduate enrollment devel oped by a system-
wide central office of one of the public systems or by the community college
district proposing the new institution.

1.2 For a new University of California campus, statewide enrollment projected
for the University should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing
University campuses. . .

Asnoted, Part Threeof thisreport strongly suggeststhat the University needs additional
capacity now, aswell asinthefuture. Displays8and 10 both show that, giventhe most
recent enrollment projectionsfrom the Demographic Research Unit (DRU), the Univer-
Sty needsto expand itsability to serveadditiona students. Evenwith variousmeasures
toincrease capacity, including raising Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP) limits,
extending summer instruction, using off-campus centers, and building theMerced cam-
pus, therewill till be space deficienciesfor many yearsto come, asshownin Display 10



on page 29. Accordingly, there should belittle question that Criterion 1.2 above has
been satified.

Therequirement for aDRU approved enrollment projection was met on December 9,
1998 by letter to Dr. Carol Tomlinson-Keasey (Appendix B); it showed the projection
containedin Display 11 below.

TheUniversity’ senroll-

DISPLAY 11 Demographic Research Unit Approved Undergraduate ment projection, the un-

Enrollment Projection, UC Merced Campus, 2005 to 2014 dergraduate portion of

which DRU approved,

Year Under graduate Year Under graduate ddineatesseverd compo-

(Fall Term) Enrollment (Fall Term) Enrollment nents, which areshownin
2005 936 2010 4671 Display 12 below.

In creating thisprojection,

2006 1,683 2011 5,091 the University relied on

both the current demo-

2007 2,430 2012 5,500 graphics of the San

Joaquin Valley, and its

2008 3,177 2013 5,899 previous experience in

creating the Irvine, San

2009 3,924 2014 6,287 Diego, and Santa Cruz

campuses in the 1960s.

Each of thoseingtitutions

Source: Demographic Research Unit, Department of Finance, December 9, 1998.

grew rapidly for thefirst

ten yearsof itsexistence
-- Santa Cruz grew somewhat slower than the other two -- and each began with a
graduatedivision.

In spite of these superficial smilarities, however, there can be no exact parallel to the
UC Merced proposd. Toilludtrate, Irvineand San Diego began with heavily populated
areasnearby, whileMercedisrural and mostly surrounded by small townsand farming
communities. LikeMerced, SantaCruzismoreisolated, but itscoastal setting never-
thelessmakesit highly attractiveto peoplefrom outside of theimmediatearea. Also,
Santa Cruz was concelved primarily asan undergraduate ingtitution -- the“ Oxford of
theWest” -- and consequently had agraduate division that grew very dowly. Merced
plansto begin with 10 percent graduate students, and grow to 14 percent by the tenth
year. Santa Cruz had lessthan half that percentage after ten years. The historical
growth patternsof the three campusesare shownin Display 13.

In considering how UC Merced will draw students, at |east three factorsare critical.
Thefirst isfreshman participation; how will Merced draw studentsto the new campus?
The second istrandfer sudents;, will the new campus cregate the productive relationships
with community colleges necessary for astrong transfer rate? Thethird isgraduate stu-
dents: will the new campus create the programs and facilities necessary to attract those
interested in advanced study? Each of these dementsisdiscussed below.
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DISPLAY 12 Proposed Enrollment for UC Merced, by Level of Instruction, 2005-06 to 2014-15
(Year-Average Headcount)

Student Category 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
Undergraduate 936 1,683 2,430 3,177 3,924 4,671 5,091 5,500 5,899 6,287
New Freshmen 655 680 871 1,035 1,176 1,379 1,258 1,368 1,405 1,520
Transfers 281 291 373 443 504 591 539 586 602 652
Other 0 712 1,186 1,699 2244 2701 3294 3546 3,892 4,115
Graduate 104 187 270 353 436 519 629 750 881 1,023
Graduate Percent 100% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 11.0% 120% 13.0% 14.0%
Annual Growth N/A 830 830 830 830 830 530 530 530 530
Undergraduate N/A 747 47 747 747 47 420 409 399 388
Graduate N/A 83 83 83 83 83 110 121 131 142
Total Enrollment 1,040 1870 2,700 3530 4360 5190 5720 6250 6,780 7,310
Source: University of California, 1998, p. 21.
DISPLAY 13 Ten-Year Enrollment History of the University of California’s Three Newest
Campuses, 1965 to 1974 Headcount
[rvine San Diego Santa Cruz
Per cent Per cent’ Per cent
Enroll- Graduate | Enroll- Graduate | Enroll- Graduate
Year ment Increase  Students ment Increase  Students ment Increase  Students
1965 1,589 N/A 8.8% 869 N/A 39.6% 652 N/A 0.0%
1966 2,385 796 13.4% 1,470 601 34.9% 1,267 615 2.1%
1967 2,862 477 16.1% 2,107 637 29.0% 1,922 655 3.1%
1968 3,548 686 16.6% 2,660 553 27.4% 2,539 617 3.8%
1969 4,474 926 18.2% 3474 814 24.8% 3,007 468 4.9%
1970 5,787 1,313 12.7% 4,310 836 21.6% 3,495 438 7.3%
1971 6,255 468 14.4% 4,903 593 18.6% 4,084 589 7.1%
1972 6,720 465 13.5% 5,348 445 18.3% 4,508 424 6.0%
1973 7,692 972 13.7% 6,190 842 15.0% 4,783 275 5.8%
1974 8,038 346 14.3% 6,880 690 15.0% 5,250 467 5.8%

1. San Diego's percentage of graduate students was high initially due to the long-established
Scripps I nstitution of Oceanography becoming part of the new campus in 1965.

Source: University of California, 1998, p. 23.




First-time freshmen

InFall 1997, the University’ seight general campusesenrolled 6.8 percent of thegrad-
uates of public high schoolsin the State, but lessthan half of that (3.3 percent) inthe
Centra Valley, aratethe University doesnot anticipatewill changein thefuture (UC,
19983, p. 27). AsDisplay 14 shows, the University isprojecting that, even with the
presence of UC Merced, participation of Valley high school graduatesto the existing
campuseswill not diminish, which meansthat all of the freshman enrollment at UC
Merced will haveto comefrom anincreaseinthe Central Valey’ sparticipation rate.

DISPLAY 14 Percentage of Public High School Graduates Attending University of California
Campuses, 1992-93 to 1996-97

County 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Fresno 3.6% 3.5% 3.3% 4.0% 3.8%
Kern 1.8% 1.7% 2.0% 2.0% 2.6%
Kings 2.0% 2.0% 2.2% 2.4% 2.7%
Madera 2.3% 2.2% 3.1% 1.3% 2.6%
Merced 2.5% 2.3% 3.2% 2.6% 4.0%
San Joaguin 3.7% 3.7% 3.4% 3.7% 3.7%
Stanislaus 3.2% 3.0% 2.9% 2.9% 3.8%
Tulare 3.0% 3.0% 3.3% 32% 2.8%
Eight-County Region 2.9% 2.8% 2.9% 3.0% 3.3%
Statewide Aver age (Fall 1997) 6.78%

Source: University of California, 1998, p. 27.

It haslong been an axiom of higher education enrollmentsthat “ proximity isdestiny,”
whichisto say that the presence of acampusautomatically increasesthe participation
rates of theresidents near that campus. Clearly, the University isanticipating that the
principlewill hold with UC Merced, and thereisamplereason to believe that their
assumptionwill becorrect. Further, UC’ sassumptionsabout increasesin the participa
tion rate appear to bereasonable, if not modest. The Office of the President assumesa
range of participation rates between 0.8 and 1.5 percent abovethe existing rate, with
the students produced by the increase attending the new campus. In other words,
where about 3.3 percent of public high school graduatesinthe Centrd Valey attend the
University now, the projection anticipatesthat only 0.8 to 1.5 percent of theregion’'s
high school graduateswill attend UC Merced initsfirst ten years of existence.
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The Commission viewsthisnumber as conservative on two counts: first, because of the
assumption that therewill beno erosioninthe participation ratefromthe VValley to other
University of Californiacampuses; and second, because of the low participation rate
assumption for new students. It seemsmorereasonableto assumeamodest erosionin
the 3.3 percent participation rate to existing campuses, perhapsto the 2.5to 3.0 percent
range, and ahigher ratefor other students caused by the University’ sintensive efforts,
already under way, to promote the new campusamong the Valley’ sresidents. Rather
than UC’ sestimate of only 500 to 600 freshman studentsfrom the e ght-county Central
Valley region attending the Merced campusby 2010, it ssemsmorelikely that the actua
number could betwiceashigh.

Only timewill tell if UC’ sprojected participation ratesare accurate. For the purposes
of thisanalysis, the Commission hastaken UC’ s estimated participation ratesand ap-
plied them to the most recent projection of public high school graduates produced by
the Demographic Research Unit. Theresult, shownin Display 15, produces about 50
percent of thetotal projected enrollment for UC Merced, with the remaining students
coming from outside of the eight-county area; that out-of-areaenrollment increases
further to 58 percent by 2010, and then to 62.4 percent in thefinal year of the projec-
tion, 2014-15.

InitsNeeds Study, the University offersvery little to support these projections, but there
are several reasons to suspect that the estimate is plausible. The first stems from
Merced srelative proximity to the Bay Area, and thefact that the Berkeley campusis
now, and will surely remain, impacted. Currently, studentsredirected from that cam-
pus may choose Santa Cruz or Davis, but many may choose Merced, particularly res-
idents from the counties closest to the Centra Valley, including Alamedaand Contra
Costa, aswell as Santa Clara, and even Sacramento, Solano, and Sonoma. Thereis
asoapool of studentsthat attend the University from private high schools, from other
states, and from foreign countries. While not alarge number, it also will contribute to
the non-public high school total. Enrollmentsfrom outside the region may aso accel-
erateif UC Merced implements an academic plan with strong science, computer sci-
ence, and engineering components, which seemslikely. These are high-demand disci-
plinesthat could attract many students, not only from the Valey, but elsewhere.
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Transfer students

The next element in the enrollment equation iscommunity collegetransfers. Inthis
category, the Univerdty projects.

. . . that 30 percent of new undergraduate studentswill betransfer studentsand
that 90 percent of them will comefrom thetwelve CaliforniaCommunity Col-
leges(CCC'g) intheregion. Projectionsrangefrom afirst year cohort of 281 to
6521n2014-15. Currently, 400 studentstransfer to UC fromthe 12 CCC's
located inthe UC Merced region. Thisaveragesabout 33 students per commu-
nity college each year (UC, 1998a, p. 32).

Display 16 on page 38 showsthetransfer history of the 12 community collegesin ques-
tion, and confirmsthe University’ sstatement that about 400 studentstransfer from these



DISPLAY 15 Projection of First-Time Freshman Enrollment at the Proposed University of
California at Merced, Using UC Estimated Participation Rates and Demographic
Research Unit 1998 Projections of Public High School Graduates

Item 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08  2008-09 2009-10 2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  2014-15
Regiond HS Grads' 40,153 40,776 43,037 42870 42535 43,170 43486 43,026 43,021 44,071
Existing Campus
Participation Rate 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3%
UC Merced Increase:
High Estimate 0.9% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 1.5% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
Low Estimate 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 1.1% 1.3% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%

Totd Eight-County
Participation Rae

High Estimae 4.2% 4.2% 4.4% 4.5% 4.6% 4.8% 4.6% 4.6% 4.6% 4.6%
Low Estimate 4.1% 4.1% 4.2% 4.3% 4.4% 4.6% 4.4% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
UC Merced First-
Time Freshmen
High Estimate 361 367 473 514 553 648 565 559 559 573
Low Estimate 321 326 387 429 468 561 478 516 516 529
Median UC Estimate 328 326 403 467 510 579 509 538 543 571
UC Estimate of
Freshmen from Outside 327 354 468 568 666 800 749 830 862 949

the Eight-County Area

Qutside Enrollment as

499% 521% 53.7% 549% 56.6% 58.0% 595% 60.7% 614% 62.4%
aPercent of the Totd

Totd Freshman Enroll. 655 680 871 103 1176 1379 1258 1368 1405 1,520

Source: UC, 1998, p. 31; Demographic Research Unit; CPEC Staff Analysis.

collegeseach year, anumber that hasbeen stablein recent years. Becauseof that, itis
optimigtic for the University to project that transfersfrom these collegeswill increaseto
643 by 2005-06, and to 977 by 2014-15. The former number is a 56.5 percent
increasefromthe 1996-97 level , with the 977 student transfer projection representing a
137.7 percent increase.

The projection appears optimigtic becauseit incorporates adifficult assumption. Aswith
firgt-time freshmen, it isunlikely that the existing eight genera campuseswill be*held
harmless’; that they will receive transfers at the same rate that they receive them now.
Itismorelikely that many transferswho would have been willing to travel long distanc-
esto attend aUC campuswill now choose the proximity of Merced, particularly asthe
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DISPLAY 16 Community College Transfers to the University of California from Twelve Central
Valley Community Colleges, 1992-93 to 1996-97

Community College and S-Year
District 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 M ean

Kern CCD 71 55 64 72 73 67
Bakersfield College 57 39 37 49 40
Cerro Coso CC 11 10 13 10 15
Porterville College 3 6 14 13 18

Merced CCD 22 31 29 29 30 28
Merced College

San Joaquin Delta CCD 101 94 86 79 97 91
SID College

Sequoias CCD 41 46 31 44 37 40
Col. of the Sequoias

State Center CCD 93 90 111 80 102 95
Fresno City College 79 80 86 69 87
Kings River CC 14 10 25 11 15

West Hills CCD 2 6 3 5 1 3
West Hills College

West Kern CCD 2 2 3 2 3 2
Taft College

Yosemite CCD 61 75 58 79 68 68
ColumbiaCollege 9 7 7 11 13
Modesto JC 52 68 51 68 55
Total 393 399 385 390 411 396

Source: CPEC, 1998.

campus growsand the curriculum expands and diversfies. Accordingly, whilethe Com-
mission does not dispute the projection that UC Merced will receive 281 community
collegetransfersinitsfirst year, growing to over 650 in 2014-15, it isequally confident
that the existing campuses will, in effect, be asked to contribute some of the transfers
they have now to Merced stotal. Most of those mature University campuses are al-
ready oversubscribed with gpplicants, however, and should havelittle difficulty replacing
any potentia transferswho may choosethelocd environsinthe Centra Valey.

Graduate students
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Asnotedin Display 12, the University anticipatesthat graduate studentswill comprise
about 10 percent of enrolled studentsin 2005-06, thefirst year of operation, growingto



a 14 percent share by 2014-15. Thisprojection, at least in comparison to thethree
most recently created campuses, appearsto bereasonable. Of those, Santa Cruz only
began with agraduate enrollment of 2.1 percent; not surprising given the campus's
strong undergraduate emphasis. San Diego initially had more graduate studentsthan
undergraduates, but that was amost entirely because of itsaffiliation with the Scripps
Institution of Oceanography. Asnoted above, Irvineisprobably the best parallel to
Merced, and it began with 8.8 percent graduate enrolIment, which grew over 10 years
to 14.3 percent, very similar to the plan for the new Merced campus.

Thelarger question iswhether UC Merced can attract as many graduate students as
planned, and it seemsvery likely that it can, for two primary reasons: its affiliation with
the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; and the creation of the SierraNevada
Research Ingtitute, which is discussed morefully below in the academic planning sec-
tion. TheUniversity has made no secret of thefact that it intendsto incorporate astrong
research emphasisat UC Merced, apolicy that will inevitably attract research faculty,
who will, in turn, attract areasonable number of graduate students.

Enrollment
summary

Although the Commission does not agree with every e ement of the rational e present-
ed by the Univergity of Cdiforniato justify its enrollment projection, itsobjectionsare
relatively minor, and do not affect the overal conclusion that the enrollment projection
isreasonable. Thisisthe same conclusion reached by the Department of Finance's
Demographic Research Unit, and accordingly leads the Commission to conclude that
the Univergty has met the requirements of thefirst criterion of itsguiddines.

A consideration

of alternatives
and environmental
impact

2.1 Proposalsfor new institutions should address at |east the following alterna-
tives: (1) the possibility of establishing an educational center instead of a
university campus or community college; (2) the expansion of existing institu-
tions; (3) theincreased utilization of existing institutions, particularly in the
afternoons and evenings, and during the summer months; (4) the shared use
of existing or new facilities and programs with other postsecondary educa-
tion institutions, in the same or other public systems or independent institu-
tions; (5) the use of nontraditional modes of instructional delivery, such as
“ colleges without walls’ and distance learning through interactive televi-
sion and computerized instruction; and (6) private fund raising or donations
of land or facilities for the proposed new institution.

6.1 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, including a consideration of alterna-
tive sites for the new institution, must be articulated and documented. This
criterion may be satisfied by the Environmental Impact Report, provided it
contains a comprehensive analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of
alternative sites.

8.1 The proposal must include a copy of the final environmental impact report.
To expedite the review process, the Commission should be provided all infor-
mation related to the environmental impact report process as it becomes
availableto responsible agencies and the public.
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Programmatic  The Commission’ sreview of aternativesfallsinto two categories: (1) theaternativesto
alternatives  building acampusat al; and (2) if acampus should bebuilt, hasthe University givena
reasonable consderation to dternative sites.

Withregardtothefirgtissue, Criterion 2.1 above suggestssix possibilities, and giventhe
scae of the proposal, and the previous analysis of the University’ soverall statewide
capacity, itisrelatively easy to conclude that none of them represents areasonable
aternativeto building the Merced campus, as noted bel ow.

+ Educational centers: Thefirst suggestionisthat an educationa center might serve
asan aternativeto anew campus. Not only will thisalonenot meet the University’s
total long-range need to expand its capacity, the Univergty isa ready proposing four
educationd centersasapart of the UC Merced proposd, including centersin Modesto
(the Agricultural Center), Merced (the Tri-College Center), Fresno (UC Center),
and Bakersfield. Thesewill supplement the UC Merced centra “hub,” and should
eventualy add some capacity.

* Expanding existing ingtitutions: The second suggestion involvesthe expansion of
exiging ingitutions, whichisaso part of theoverall proposa for thenew campus. As
noted in Part Three of thisreport, President Atkinson has already suggested revi-
sonsintheLong Range Development Plans (LRDP' s) of some of the existing cam-
puses, enough to generate capacity for another 11,000 students. In addition, the
Commission’ sanalyssindicatesthat building the Sx non-impacted genera campuses
(@l but Berkeley and UCLA) out to their current LRDP limitswould generate amost
30,000 additional Full-Time Equivalent Student (FTES) spaces. Accordingly, itis
fair to concludethat expansion of the existing campuses hasa ready beentakeninto
account.

* Increased useof existing facilities: Theincreased use of existing facilitieshasalso
been proposed, and iscurrently under study throughout the University. President
Atkinson’ s proposal to the Regents suggested that another 7,000 FTES might be
derived from that source. Othershave suggested that an even greater number might
be generated by extending summer or evening programs, and perhapsby ingtitutinga
full year-round schedule. Thisissurely apossibility, but changing academic caen-
darsisnot asimple matter, and it is a certainty that any proposal to use current
facilitiesmoreintensively will require acomprehensive study that hasyet to be per-
formed. Further, the capacity datashown in Part Three of thisreport (Displays 8
and 10) strongly suggest that even asubstantial increaseinfacilitiesusagewill not
closethe projected gap between capacity and enrollment on along-term basis, even
when the Commission assumes (asit did in Display 10) that extended schedulescan
produce room for another 10,000 FTE students.

+ Shared use of facilities: The shared use of facilities (item 4 of Criterion 2.1) is
another proposal that may have some merit on the margin, but cannot contribute
substantially to the capacity deficit the University isexpected to experiencein the
coming years. Itisundoubtedly true-- theissueis currently under study by the



Commission and the Association of Independent CdiforniaCollegesand Univers-
ties-- that additional physical capacity existsin theindependent sector, but the use of
that capacity will requireasubstantial increasein sudent financid aid, anincreasethe
Commission does not currently foresee occurring.

+ Educational technology: Thefifthidea, the use of electronic meansto deliver in-
sruction, isimpliedin the creation of thefour educationa centersthat will accompa-
ny the creation of UC Merced. Exactly how that will occur, whether it will bemore
or lesslimited to University Extension activities or have anoticeableimpact on the
new campus senrollment capacity, hasnot yet been determined. The Commission
strongly supportsthe use of such techniques, and will continue to encouragethe
University to expand itsuse of eectronic mediato ddliver instruction. Y et giventhe
space and capacity deficitsdemonstrated earlier, aswell asthefact that the academ-
ic planisyet to be constructed in detail, it isunlikely that nontraditional modes of
instructionwill contribute greetly to reducing the space deficit inthe near future. In
thelong run, and astheimpact of computersand telecommunications expands, dis-
tancelearningislikely to play amore prominent roleinthefuture of al of education
thaniscurrently in evidence. The Commission anticipates, however, that at least
someof theoverall capacity need projected in Displays8 and 10 will be created by
thismeans.

+ Privatefundraising: Asnoted in Part Two, some fund raising has already oc-
curred with thevirtua donation of the 2,000 acresof land inthe VirginiaSmith trust.
Inaddition, and asdiscussed in more detail below inthefinancing section, itislikely
that UC Merced will be dependent on non-public sources of fundson apermanent
bass. Thisissofor dl University of Californiacampusesnow, of course, and given
the public funding limitations aready in evidence, will doubtlessbetruefor the pro-
posed new Merced campusaswell.

Alternative site
considerations and
environmental
impact

Much of the site selection processwas discussed in Part Three of thisreport, and there
isan additional review below in both the discussion of the environmental impact report
and thefurther review of the EIR’ scomments on trangportation access. It isimportant
to reiterate, however, that the University beganitssearch for anew steby reviewingin
somedetail thequdificationsof some85to 100 sites. Asthe environmenta consultant
noted:

Morethan 85 sitesin the Centra Regionwereconsidered. Through analysisof
such factorsastrangportation, demographics, housing, geotechnica conditions,
public support, environmenta congtraints, and availability of public services, the
University narrowed the number of sitesto thethreefindist(s) . . . (EIP, 1994,
p. 1-2).

Thefina choicewasinformed by the L egidature’ sdecisionto gppropriate $1.5 million
in 1993 to conduct acomprehens ve environmental impact report on thethreefinalist
sites, Academy, Lake Y osemite, and Table Mountain (Ibid.). That report reached a
number of conclusionsthat the Commission hassummarizedin Display 17 below:
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For most environmental issues, it appearsthat Lake Y osemite wasthe preferred site.
For the Commission, however, that isalesser issue than the fact that the processitself
had condderableintegrity. The Commisson’sroleisnot to “second guess’ the Regents
on site selection, but rather to assure that the processisonein which impartial observ-
ers can have confidence. In the present case, the Commission believesthe University
has met that standard.

DISPLAY 17 EIP Associates Summary of Environmental |ssues

Most Positive
Environmental Issue Summary of Findings Site(s)
Archeological Resources Some potential for discovery at Lake Y osemite and Table Mountain. LakeY osemite
Extensive known prehistoric archeological sitesat Academy. Table Mountain
Air Pollution “...theimpactsonregional andlocal pollutantsare similar at the All Equal
three sites.”
Biological Resources All three sites have wetlands and some threatened species of both LakeY osemite

Geology, Seismicity,
and Soils

Hydrology and Water
Quality

Land Use and Planning
Policies

Prime Farmland

Transportation Systems

Visual Quality and
Resources

Water Supply

Source: EIP, 1994.

plantsand animals. Magjor riparian (streamside) issues at Academy
and Table Mountain; none at Lake Y osemite. Academy and Table
Mountain have many special status plant and animal species; less at
Lake Yosemite. Major oak habitat issues at Academy; noneat Lake
Y osemite and Table Mountain.

Seismicissuessimilar on all threesites. Use of chemical pesticides LakeY osemite
at Table Mountain. Underground storage tanks at Academy. No
contamination at Lake Y osemite.

All sitesrequire off-site construction of storm drainage system. Table  Academy

Mountain partially susceptibleto flooding if Friant Dam should fail. LakeY osemite

All three sites will have significant and unavoidable issues as a result Academy

Of campus construction. As noted above, Table Mountain contains LakeY osemite

primefarmland.

Only Table Mountain contains prime farmland. Academy
Lake Y osemite

All three sites require substantial expansion and investment to LakeY osemite

accommodatetraffic. Rightsof way existin Merced. Rights-of-way

in North Fresno (Academy and Table Mountain) for east-west travel

“have been severely restricted.” See further discussion below under

“Geographic and physical accessibility.”

Each of the three sites would be changed extensively by the presence All Equal
of aUC campus. Therewould be variable significant effects on each

site, many of which could not be mitigated.

Local irrigation districts planned to provide water to UC sites at Lake Academy
Y osemite and Academy; no planning for Table Mountain. LakeY osemite
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Academicplanning
andprogram
judtification

4.1 The programs projected for the new institution must be described and justi-
fied. An academic master plan, including a general sequence of program
and degree level plans, and an institutional plan to implement such Sate
goals as access; quality; intersegmental cooperation; and diversification of
students, faculty, administration, and staff for the new institution, must be
provided.

I ntroduction

Initsdescription of criteriaused to evaluate proposa sfor universty campuses, commu-
nity colleges, and educationa centers, the Commission’ s Guiddines state that the pro-
grams projected for anew campus must be described and justified. Further, an aca-
demic master plan to implement such State goal sas access, quality, intersegmental co-
operation, diversfication of students, faculty, administration, and staff must so bepro-
vided. Although these e ements may be discerned throughout the series of documents
prepared by the University for the Board of Regents, the L egidature, the Commission,
and other entities, the academic planfor UC Mercedisclearly still evolving. Not sur-
prisingly, the University’ sthinking with regard to that plan has changed over time, as
havethe principalsinvolved. But, with each succeeding iteration, the outlinefor the
tenth campusis becoming morefingy drawn, and the academic plan moreclearly de-
fined. What isnot clear, however, isthe extent to which each new statement replaces
theold. When an academic direction has been mentioned once, doesit still exist even
thoughit isn’t mentioned again or should one assumethat it has been changed and no
longer existswithin the more recent plan?

In this report, the Commission hasincorporated elements from the three most recent
planning documents from the University. Ultimately, of course, the academic planfor
UC Merced will rest with the new Chancellor and start-up faculty who will bring their
own vision for the campusto build upon the work that has aready occurred.

Planning context

In order to understand the structure of the current plan and the concepts underpinning
the academic planning process, it has been necessary to draw from anumber of reports,
and to understand the context for the planning that has occurred during thelast decade.
Over that time, the Office of the President has asked two faculty committeesfor advice
onthe academic plan. Thefirst committee completeditswork in 1991 at atimewhen
the budgetary climate was beginning to slow planning for the campus. Later, asthe
fiscal environment stabilized and then improved, asecond advisory committee, the Tenth
Campus A cademic Planning Committee, wasformed. Chaired by Daniel Simmons,
Professor of Law at the Davis campus, the group included faculty from the University
and representativesfrom the California State University and the CaliforniaCommunity
Colleges. Thissecond faculty committeeissued itsfina report -- the“ Simmons Study”
-- onNovember 7, 1997. Inacommunication to the Commission, the Office of the
President described thework of these two committees:
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Both committees assessed in depth the research and curricular opportunities
availableto anew research campuslocated in the San Joaquin Valley. Both
lookedindetail at UC’ shistory of new campus devel opment and commissioned
interviews or met with key figuresin creation of UC’ sthree new campuses of
the 1960’ s -- Irvine, San Diego, and Santa Cruz. Both analyzed what seemed
tobemost and least effective educationdly in UC and in higher education across
thecountry. Based on these assessments, both offered recommendations about
an array of academic programs and other educational and research activities
and organizationsthat could lead to creation of an outstanding campusthat would
fully realize UC’ smission of teaching, research, and service (UC, 1999¢).

Recently, a Task Force of the Universitywide Academic Senate has been formed to take
the campus splanning to the next level. Based onthiseffort, dong with thet of the Office
of the President, and widespread consultation within and outside the academy, anum-
ber of fundamental decis ons about the academic shape of the campus have been made.

Academic direction
for the campus

The University of Californiaat Merced will begin with an emphasison scienceand
technology. Undergraduate educationisexpected toincludeageneral education curric-
ulum; amgjor, which would include opportunitiesfor participation in faculty-directed
research; and an experientid learning component that couldinclude public service. Mgors
will be developed in core science and engineering, social science, humanities, and the
arts. Thecampus santicipated focuswill be onthebiological sciences, computer sci-
enceswith related engineering, and socia sciencesthat support policy studies, in addi-
tion to selected humanitiesand artsdisciplines. Early development of graduate and
professiond degree programsisaso projected in several areasof engineering, informa-
tion technol ogy and management, policy studies, educationa |eadership or another field
of education, and internationa businessadministration.

With these emphasesin mind, the University’ sNeeds Siudy projectsthat thefollowing
phase-in of programsmight be anticipated:

Fall 2005 4 undergraduate majorsin science, technology, and engineering
2 undergraduate majorsin social sciences
2 undergraduate magjorsin humanities/arts

Fall 2005 3-5 graduate programsin science/technology (includes master’s, profes-
sional, and doctoral level programs)

Fall 2010 8 undergraduate majorsin science, technology, and engineering
4 undergraduate majorsin social sciences
4 undergraduate majorsin humanities/arts
5-7 graduate programs
Fall 2015 12 undergraduate majorsin science/technol ogy
6 undergraduate majorsin social sciences
6 undergraduate majorsin humanities/arts
7-9 graduate programs



Research identity

In developing adistinctiveresearch identity for the campus, its plannershave examined
existing networksasabas sfor initiating academic programs. The Commission believes
thisisavery creative strategy -- extending, and where necessary, reshaping theexisting
strengths of the University of Californiato develop related strengths appropriatetoits
newest campus. Plannersturned to three existing networks: (1) UC’ s multicampus
research organizations (MRU'’ s); (2) the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory;
and (3) severa existing humanities, social sciences, and policy studies-oriented units,
likethe UC Humanities Research Ingtitutein Irvine. Threeadvisory groupswerethen
formed from these partnershipsto advise oninitiativesthat could support faculty recruit-
ment for the Merced campusin the short-run, and in thelong-term, serve asthe basefor
the academic programsthat would be offered by the campus. Each of theseinitiatives
isdiscussed below.

¢ The Multicampus Research Unit Strrategy: The Serra Nevada Research Insti-
tute and Selected Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences, and Social Sciences

The Office of the President approached UC’ s multicampus research organizations
(MRU'’s-- e.g. White Mountain Research Station and the UC Davis|nstitute for
Transportation Studies) for proposals on how these variousinterdisciplinary net-
works might contribute to building the UC Merced campus, the directors of these
MRU’ smet asan advisory group. Severa proposalsemerged to demongtrate how
the new campus could contribute to Sierra-Nevada-oriented research, and three
projectswerefunded. Thefirst focusesonimproved transportation planning from
the gateway communitiesaround Y osemite Nationa Park to the Park, and on clean
vehicleusewithinthepark. The second trandates scientific findingsfromthe Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project, amgor cooperative research effort among UC, federd
agency, and other scientistsinto readily accessible el ectronic formsthat can be used
by natural resource agency and county planners. A related effort tolocateaNatura
Reserve System site close to UC Merced waslinked to the SierraNevada projects.
The purpose of the Natural Reserve System isto preserve, for research and educa-
tion, Sitesthat arerepresentative of Caifornia srich biologica diversty.

Over several months, thisadvisory group shaped aconcept -- The SierraNevada
Research Ingtitute -- that grew well beyond theinitial proposals. Thelnstitutewill
focuson the complex questions of natura resource science, management, and policy
that include population growth and sustainability of resources; primeagricultural land
andwildlands, water and air quality; global climate change; biodiversity andfire
ecol ogy; waste management and toxicol ogy; trangportation; and social and econom-
Ic consequences of resource availability and management. Around these questions
will grow selected programsin the Biologica Sciences, Physical Sciences, and So-
cia Sciences. Work onthese questionsa so pointsto fruitful partnershipswith the
State and federal agenciesthat manage Sierralands, particularly thethree nationa
parkslocated nearby -- Y osemite, Sequoia, and Kings Canyon -- which are pre-
pared to collaboratewith UC' sK-12 outreachinitiativesinthe Valey and aso offer
undergraduateinternships.

45



+ The Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Srategy: Engineering, Com-
puter Science, and Environmental Sciences

Livermore srelative proximity to the Merced site hasled to aseries of discussions
about the kinds of projectson which thetwo entitiesmight collaborate. Accessto
the equipment and intellectua expertiseat Livermorewill beapowerful recruitment
devicetoatract highlevel faculty candidatesto Merced. A UC Merced Engineering
Advisory Group has been formed to recommend the steps necessary to start up
strong engineering, computer science, and related programs. The advisory group
will makeitsrecommendationsthissummer. LawrenceLivermoreisaso prepared
to contributeto UC sK-12 outreach effortsin the Valley and employment opportu-
nitiesfor undergraduatesin science and engineering.

¢ Community and Policy Advisory Group: Social Sciences, Humanities, and Arts
Programming

The University’ sMerced planners have begun work with acoalition of social sci-
ence, humanities, and arts multicampusresearch organi zations-- theforenamed com-
munity and policy partnership -- to create dual research strengthsin policy and other
studiesbuilding upon the San Joaquin Valey’ sdiversity of both peopleand cultures.
The codlition hasinitially recommended devel opment of aCaliforniaResearch Insti-
tute that would work on policy studiesand public service, including public policy,
regiona planning and land use, K-12 palicy, crimina justice policy, and contempo-
rary rurd studies. Thelnstitutewould aso offer joint writerd/artistsresidencies, pos-
sbly withadigita artsemphasis. Thisthird advisory group consistsof severd socia
scienceand policy studiesunits, including the UC Humanities Research Ingtitute and
the Intercampus Arts Program, both in Irvine. It has met twicethusfar and will
continueitswork into 1999-00.

Work of the  Sincethe Regentshave delegated to the Universitywide Academic Senate therespons -
Universitywide  bility to create courses and degree programs, the Senate appointed the UC Merced
Academic Senate  Task Force on September 9, 1998, agroup consisting of representativesfrom each of
the nine campus Senate divisions, the Vice Chair of the Academic Council, and leaders
fromthefive Universtywide Senate committees-- Graduate Affairs(CCGA), Academ-
ic Personnel, Educationa Policy, Planning and Budget, and Research Policy. Thecom-
mitteerecently completed itsfirst report on academic planning conditionsand program
implementation at UC Merced that includesaninitia set of commentson academic
organization, undergraduate education, graduate education, phasing-in, libraries, K-12
outreach, and the UC educational network being established inthe San Joaquin Valley.
The principal pointsraisedinthisreport arethefollowing:

+ Departments will be the basic organizational building blocks of the academic
structure. The Senate report observes that, since there will be few faculty, the
administration should also be small. The Simmons Study recommended three
divisonsasthe organizing principle—Socid Scienceand Public Policy, Scienceand



Technology, and Artsand Cultures. Whilethisview did not exclude discipline-
oriented academic departments existing within the divisions, thisearly model may
have proved to belesstraditional inthat the divisonswould ama gamate programs
that are often separated into core academic and professiona schools; stresswas
a so placed on studies addressing multidisciplinary programmeatic themes. Themore
recent Senate report refersto the Bylaws of the Academic Senate that imply the
existence of departments. Itwill, however, bethefirst chancellor who, upon consul-
tation, will determine the basi c academic structure of the campus.

Initial recruiting of faculty should establish strong groups that can develop
UC-level reputations within departments rather than attempting to cover all
aspectsof a particular field fromthe start. While the Senate wisely promotesa
focused recruitment strategy, it also recognizestheimportance of long-rangevision
on the part of thefounding faculty and the need for adiverse array of departmentson
campusto attract studentsto UC Merced. Thereport continuesthat the number of
departments at opening in 2005 could be anywherefrom six to ten, divided between
science/technol ogy and social sciences’humanities/arts. Thedistribution of faculty
by broad disciplineat the existing UC campusesis gpproximately haf in sciencesand
engineering, 25 percent inthe socia sciences, and 25 percent in the humanitiesand
arts. The Academic Senate Task Force expectsthat the sameratioswill prevail at
Merced.

Devel opment of the General Education component will be the single most im-
portant task for the founding faculty. Calling it “the defining undergraduate edu-
cational element of UCM,” the Task Forceenvisionsthegenera education program
assuming any one of avariety of formsbut, at aminimum, encompassing the Inter-
segmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC). Indeed, the community
collegesare seen aspotentia partnersfor teaching in areassuch as Subject A, basic
foreignlanguage, and mathematics.

The Merced campusis expected to play arolein this educational arena (grad-
uate education) comparable to that of the other general campuses. The Task
Force recognizes that during the early years the graduate programs offered by
the campus will most likely be those growing out of the research areas of the
lead founding faculty members and the partnerships delineated earlier in this
report. It posits that professional programs could be devel oped soon after the
campus opens, with Master’s degrees in Engineering and Social Sciences, in-
cluding Information Technology and Management and Policy Studies, specifi-
cally noted. Thefirst graduate professional school should not be implemented
until fiveto eight years after the campus opens.

The Academic Senate Task Force has made a start on the issues that must be re-
solved before UC Merced acceptsiits first students, but the extent of the work re-
maining will demand much additional time and effort. The Task Force will contin-
ueits deliberations through the year 2000.
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Related initiatives  Related to the planning for the academic programs on the new campusisthework of

University Extension. During 1998, thisarm of the University served about 1,000 stu-
dentsin the San Joaquin Valley through about 40 coursesin abroad array of disciplines
including agriculture, education, business, hedlth, environmenta sciences, land use, and
computer science. These course offerings are being expanded each year withthegoa
of serving over 2,000 studentsannually by 2001 when the University will havelearning
centerslocated not only in Fresno but in Merced, Modesto, and Bakersfield aswell.
UC Merced has established anew Division of Professiona Studies, funded from non-
State sources, to increase the scope and variety of these courses.

It appears that these courses have prompted the Office of the President to sponsor
studiesto determinethefeasibility of offering specific degree programsintheValley,
either through distancelearning or located at the UC learning centersinthearea. Inthe
University’ sfirst annua report submitted March 5, 1999 to the L egid ature on expendi-
turesrelating to the Merced campus, asrequested in the Supplemental Report onthe
1998 Budget Act, the University stipul atesthefollowing degree programs are under
congderation:

+ MastersDegreein Computer Science (1998-99 feasibility study);

+ Joint Graduate Degreein Hedlth Scienceswith the CdiforniaState Univerdty (1998-
99feasbility sudy);

+ Joint Bachelors Degreein Environmenta Studies (1998-99 feasibility study, 1999-
2000 potential program design) with the CdiforniaState University;

+ MagtersDegreein Business Administration (1999-2000 program design);
+ MastersDegreein Computer Engineering (1999 feasibility study);
+ MagtersDegreein Public Policy (1999-2000 feas bility study).

Whilethe Commission understandsthe University’ sdesire both to serveresidentsof the
San Joaquin Valley and to create aprogrammatic presencethere, it isnot clear how
these particular programsalign with the work of the advisory committees described
above. Thereare aso questionsabout the definition of afeasibility study and program
design, what kind of graduate degree inthe Hedth Sciencesismeant, and theintricacies
of offering ajoint degree between the Universty and the State University.

Itisalsonot clear if these programsare part of the University’ s strategy, mentioned in
its November 1998 Needs Study, to offer asmall array of selected undergraduate and
graduate degree programs prior to UC Merced' sofficia openingin 2005. That report
indicated that the feasibility of this approach was being assessed, and that it was apos-
sbleplanning direction.

Public school
collaboration

Asalready mentioned, the decision hasaready been madefor the campusto beginwith
scienceand technology. Thischoicehasled, inturn, to the strong emphasison math and
science, bothin student preparation and the professiona development of teachers, with-



intheUniversity’ sk-12 outreach initiativesintheValley. Three programsaredready
in placethat exemplify such efforts. Using trainersfromthe Lawrence Hall of Science,
the Great Explorationsin Math and Science (GEMS) program provides new math and
stienceteaching Srategiesfor dementary and middle school ingtructorsthroughout Fresno
and Kern counties; work isalso underway with Mariposa, Tulare, and Merced counties
to expand the program inthose areas. Teachersfrom three of these countieswill be
involved with threelaser and optics workshopsthis summer, in cooperation with the
Lawrence Livermore Nationa Laboratories. UC Merced hasalso partnered with the
Fresno Unified School District and the National Science Foundation to provide on-
going sciencetraining for teachersthrough the National Science Foundation’sUrban
Sysemiclnitiative.

Thissummary of the University’ sacademic planning activitiesfor UC Merced covers
progressto date, but isin no way adefinitive description or andysis of what may even-
tudly becomethe campus sacademic plan. That planisevolving, and will continueto
change asanew chancellor and founding faculty direct the research and instructional
future of the new inditution.

Geographicand
physical
accessibility

7.1 The physical, social, and demographic characteristics of the location and
surrounding service areas for the new institution must be included.

7.2 There must be a plan for student, faculty, and staff transportation to the
proposed location. Plansfor student and faculty housing, including projec-
tions of needed on-campus residential facilities, should be included if ap-
propriate. For locations that do not plan to maintain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting time for students defined generally as
not exceeding a 30-45 minute automobile drive (including time to locate
parking) for a majority of the residents of the service area must be demon-
strated.

Physical, social,
and demographic
characteristics

The University’ sNeeds Study provides an adequate description of the demographics
of theMerced and San Joaquin Valey areas (UC, 1998). The University notesthat the
eight countiesintheValey account for just under ten percent of the State’ spopulation,
and presentsatablethat arraysthat population by ethnic group. The Commission has
updated those data based on the most recent popul ation history and projection devel -
oped by the Demographic Research Unit (DRU), asshownin Display 18. Display 19
shows the eight-county group’ s projected growth through 2020, again based on the
most recent DRU projection. Overall, it can be seenthat the Centra Valley’ sHispanic
populationisagreater percentage of the population than isthe case statewide, and that
itisgrowing faster. By 2020, it should exceed the White population by a narrow
margin. Thefastest growing group inthe Central Valley isAsian/Pacific Ilanders.
Their growth rate between 1990 and 2020 is 3.7 percent per year, compared to a3.2
percent rate for Hispanics, and a2.5 percent rate for Whites. American Indiansare
growing a a 1.9 percent rate, with African-Americansat just under one percent (0.9%).
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DISPLAY 18 California and San Joaquin Valley Population, by Ethnicity, 1998

American Asian/Pac.
County Indian Island. Black Hi spanic White Total
Fresno 6,858 80,665 37,946 304,895 358,955 789,319
Percentage 0.9% 10.2% 4.8% 38.6% 45.5% 100.0%
Kern 6,808 20,774 38,115 207,133 375,327 648,157
Percentage 1.1% 3.2% 5.9% 32.0% 57.9% 100.0%
Kings 1,036 4,637 9,403 44,978 59,793 119,847
Percentage 0.9% 3.9% 7.8% 37.5% 49.9% 100.0%
Madera 1,263 1,568 5,010 44174 65,343 117,358
Percentage 1.1% 1.3% 4.3% 37.6% 55.7% 100.0%
Merced 1,226 20,817 8,444 74,188 101,579 206,254
Percentage 0.6% 10.1% 4.1% 36.0% 49.2% 100.0%
San Joaquin 4,005 78,224 29,438 141,014 301,582 554,263
Per centage 0.7% 14.1% 5.3% 25.4% 54.4% 100.0%
Sanislaus 4,152 26,931 8,267 108,454 287,031 434,835
Percentage 1.0% 6.2% 1.9% 24.9% 66.0% 100.0%
Tulare 3,400 17,739 5,079 159,059 179,058 364,335
Per centage 0.9% 4.9% 1.4% 43.7% 49.1% 100.0%
San Joaquin Valley 28,748 251,356 141,702 1,083,898 1,728,672 3,234,375
Percentage 0.9% 7.8% 4.4% 33.5% 53.4% 100.0%
Cdlifornia 199,747 3,716,953 2,309,152 | 10,022,551 17,258,003 | 33,506,406
Percentage 0.6% 11.1% 6.9% 29.9% 51.5% 100.0%
San Joaquin Valley asa
Per centage of Total 14.4% 6.8% 6.1% 10.8% 10.0% 9.7%
CaliforniaPopul ation

Source: Demographic Research Unit, Department of Finance, 1999.
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The University also offered auseful summary of the educational and income character-
isticsof thearea:

The statewidefigurefor median years of educationis13.4 whilethefiguresfor
Valley countiesrangefrom 12.4t0 12.7 years. Theeducational gapiseven
greater when comparing Valley residentsto individua sliving near the major
metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Jose. Medianyears
of education in some suburban countiesgo ashigh as 14 to 15+ years.




DISPLAY 19 Actual and Projected Population in the San Joaquin Valley, 1990 to 2020, by Ethnicity
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Source: Demographic Research Unit, 1998.

Overdl digihbility and college-growing ratesin the San Joaquin VValley continue
to lag behind thosein most other parts of the state. Although there hasbeena
dightincreasein UC digibility in the San Joaquin Vdley, only 5.4% of thenorth-
ernValey high school graduatesand 6.0% of the southern Valey graduatesare
eligiblefor the University of Cdifornia, compared with an overd| statewidedi-
gibility of 11.4%. Inaddition, only asmall percentage of studentsattending
community collegesintheValley continuetheir education at the University of
California(UC, 1998a, p. 8).

IncomefiguresintheValey asolag behind the state’ s. Per capital incomefor
the region for 1997 was $18,976, compared to $26,314 statewide. Thedis-
parity between per capitaincomeof Valley residentsand al Californianshas
grown since 1990. Inthat year, the Valley figure was 25% below the state
mark; now it is27% bel ow the statewide figure. Kings County hasthelowest
per capitaincomeof all eight counties ($15,152 or morethan 42% below the
gatewidefigure). Thoughadightly different measure, family incomefor theSan
Joaguin Valley region likewisefalsfar below that of thestate. Datafrom (the)

TheUniversity went onto notethat University of Californiaparticipation ratesamong
Central Valley residents are about half the State average, but that they have grown
someinrecent years. The Needs Study then noted somerel evant stati stics concerning
persond income:
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last censusindicate that family incomefor Valley countieswas an average of
25% below family income statewide. High unemployment rates confirm the
difficult economic circumstances of theregion. TheMarch 1998 unemployment
rate was 6.0% statewide but 15.3% for San Joaquin Valey counties. (1bid.)

The Universty iswell aware of the socia and economic condition of many San Joaquin
Vdley resdents, aswell asthe poor participation ratesthat almost inevitably seemto
derive from that condition, and has accordingly devel oped numerousinitiativesto en-
courage studentsto further their educationa progress. Thoseinitiatives are discussed
inthe next mgjor section of thisreport under “ Serving the disadvantaged.”
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Transportation
issues

Theenvironmenta impact report reviewed dl existing transportation facilitieswithinthe
vicinity of each of thethreefinal sites, and evaluated the possible impacts of aUC
Merced campus on traffic for automobiles, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes of
travel through theyear 2035. Indl three cases, it found impactsthat would probably be
both significant and unavoidable. Thespecific summariesareasfollows:

LakeY osemite-- Portions of Highways 59, 99, and 140 would beimpacted to
unacceptable servicelevels, but could be mitigated through roadway improve-
mentsin each case. The EIR regarded theseimpacts as* significant and un-
avoidable,” however, because removing the negative consequences -- by wid-
ening theroads-- of building UC Merced liesoutside of the University’ s pur-
view, andwithintheresponsbilitiesof the City of Merced, the County of Merced,
and the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Table Mountain -- Several roadsin the vicinity of the sitewould operate at
unacceptable servicelevels, some of which cannot be mitigated. Other negative
consequencesto Highways 41 and 99 could be mitigated -- by widening the
roads-- but are under the control of the City of Fresno, Fresno County, Mad-
eraCounty, or Caltrans.

Academy -- Severd streetsand Highways41, 99, and 168 would all operate at
unacceptablelevelsof service, with no reasonable mitigationsto the streetsin-
volved. Aswiththeother Sites, widening the highwayswould resolvetheinher-
ent difficulties, but such corrections can only be made by thejurisdictionsin-
volved, including Caltrans, Fresno County, the City of Fresno, and the City of
Clovis(EIP, 1994, p. 1-22, 23).

The report from EIP Associates should cause concern among both transportation plan-
ners and the University of California. The EIR suggests strongly that major highway
widening projectswill have to be undertaken -- probably by 2010 at the latest -- to
correct the negative consequences caused by the increased popul ation and traffic that
will inevitably accompany a successful UC Merced campus. Therewill also be mgor
construction projectsinvolving roadways near the campus, connecting routesto High-
way 99 (seethedotted lineindicating a* beltway” type construction to the campusin
Display 2in Part Two of thisreport), and various kinds of rail and bustranst infrastruc-



ture. At present, there arefew indications of the extent of thistransportation infrastruc-
ture, its cost, or the source of fundsto buildit. Asnoted further below under “ Con-
Sderation of needed funding . . ,” it isone of the many questions surrounding the ulti-
meate cost of building UC Merced for which there are currently no satisfactory answers.

Servingthe
disadvantaged

3.1 Thenew institution must facilitate accessfor disadvantaged and historically
under represented groups.

TheUniverdty currently hasunderway, and isin the process of expanding, alargearray
of servicesto theresdentsof the Centra Valley. In many ways, these are not strictly
servicesto the disadvantaged or historically underrepresented, but comprehensive ser-
vicesthat may be of benefit to many students.

An exampleisthe Office of Relationswith Schools(ORS), whichthe University estab-
lishedin 1986 inthe Valey “to focuson thedigibility and college-going rates of San
JoagquinValey students.” TheUniversity believesthese effortshaveimproved partici-
pationinthepast 12 years, and that further effortswill not only improve participation
overall, but specifically encourage more studentsto attend UC Merced. AstheNeeds
Study observes.

Recently, the UC Outreach Task Forceissued its recommendationsfor ex-
panding partnershipsand collaboration with K-12 and the CdiforniaCommuni-
ty Colleges, and, asaresult, the University hasbuilt on ORSactivitiesby initiat-
ing new student and school-centered programs. To support these new efforts,
$1 million of the state’ smost recent alocation to UC for outreach istargeted to
expanding effortsin the Valley, and thisamount is being supplemented from
other sources. Within two years, outcomes of these programs should be seen,
increasing eligibleand competitively-digiblelevel samong high school graduates
and ultimately increasing representation of Valey studentsat the University of
California(UC, 1998a,, p. 9).

Elements of these programsinclude conferences, workshops, literature, newd etters,
collegefairs, and other ventures, and the University indicatesthat the burgeoning tele-
communicationssystemwill extend their reach further. TheUniversity listssevera ex-
amplesof itsefforts, including:

¢ School partnerships-- direct involvement with four school districts (Fresno Unified,
Parlier Unified, Merced Union High School, and Bakersfield Union High School) to
enhance literacy, improve computer skills, and generally to increase the number of
UCdigiblestudents,

* Professiona Development Opportunitiesfor K-12 TeachersintheValey;

+ Linking Outreach to technology -- another teacher professional development pro-
gram, but geared strongly to technology in generd, and networking in particular; and

+ Community College Programs-- significant effortsto crestelearning centersthrough-
out the Central Valley (e.g. theMerced Tri-College Center) that will increase com-
munity college student avareness of the University’ spresenceintheValey.
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Throughout this section of its Needs Study, the University stressesthat planning for
outreach and student servicesisin the early stages of development. To aid in that
planning process, the University formed the UC Merced Student Planning Advisory
Committeeto answer many of the questions surrounding student-service needs. Mem-
bership on the committee includes not only astudent, but a so administrators, ahigh
school counselor, and acommunity collegeinstructional officer with expertiseinsuch
areasasadmissions, housing, financid aid, recreation, and other aspectsof student life.

At this stage of the planing cyclefor any new campus, or even an educational center,
there are often more questions than answers, but it is reasonable to presume that the
new campuswill offer an array of services not unlike those to be found at other Uni-
versty of Californiacampuses, including housing, placement, student financial aid, tu-
toring, and counsdling. Theformation of the student planning committee will doubtless
adinthisprocess, and should produce an array of servicesthat will have anoticeable
impact onthe educationa life of the Valley.

Effects on other
institutions

9.1 Other systems, institutions, and the community in which the new institutionis
to be located should be consulted during the planning process, especially at
the time that alternatives to expansion are explored. Srong local, regional,
and/or statewide interest in the proposed facility must be demonstrated by
letters of support from responsible agencies, groups, and individuals.

9.2 The establishment of a new University of California or California State Uni-
versity campus or educational center must take into consideration theimpact
of a new facility on existing and projected enrollments in the neighboring
institutions of its own and of other systems.

The University has consulted widely with other ingtitutionsin the San Joaquin Valley,
and appearsto enjoy the enthusiastic support of most residentsin theregion. Governor
Davis, Governor Wilson beforehim, all Central Valley legidators, numerouscitizens
groups, and almost all of theinstitutions of higher education in the region have been
enthusi astic about the new campus.

Specificdly, theUniversty hasreceived letters of support fromthefollowingindividuds,
groups, and organizations:

Author of L etter Organization

Walter L. Buster, District Superintendent ClovisUnified School District

Dennis Cardoza Assembly Member, 26" District

Gary Condit Member of Congress, 18" District
—Cdifornia

Benjamin T. Duran, Superintendent/President Merced Community College District

PamilaFisher, Chancellor Y osemite Community College District

Marvalene Hughes, President CdliforniaState University, Stanislaus

Mary Jo Knudsen, Mayor City of Merced



Peter G. Mehas, Superintendent Fresno County Office of Education

Dick Monteith Senator, 12" District

Jm Riggs, President ColumbiaCollege

Bill F. Stewart, Chancellor State Center Community College

District

Ronald Tiffee, Superintendent Merced County Office of Education

Bill K. Tilley Superintendent, Merced Union
High School District

Patricia Wayne, Mayor City of Clovis

John Welty, President Cadlifornia State University, Fresno

Source: UC, 1998a, Appendix B

The Commission is persuaded that many moreletters of support could be generated
werethere aneed to do so.

Theonly letter submitted to the University that wasnot entirely enthusiastic wasfrom
DonddV. DeRosa, President of the University of the Pacific. He noted that the planned
opening enrollment of 1,000 FTES s about the same asthe excess capacity at UOP,
but added, “1 am certain we can both be successful.” Dr. DeRosafurther makesit clear
that hisdifficulty isnot so much with the University, but with the deficienciesin student
financid aid. Heobservesthat “. . . inthe discussionsfor the renewa of the Compact
for Higher Education there hasbeen no discussion of therole of student aid, anissue of
great importanceto theindependent sector.” Findly, however, heindicated hiswilling-
nesstowork withthe University “inthe spirit of genuine cooperation and intheinterest
of dl Cdiforniastudents.”

Thelettersof support from neighboring community collegesand Cdifornia State Uni-
versty campusesgiveno indication of apossibleconflict or negativeimpact. President
John Welty of CaliforniaState University, Fresno appearsto look forward to “ astrong
collaborativerdationship,” while President Marvalene Hughes of CaliforniaState Uni-
verdty, Stanidausindicatesthat “weenthusiagtically support theinitiative of the Univer-
sty of Cdiforniainitseffortsto establishitsnew campus. . .” Similar sentimentscan
befoundinal of the other letterslisted above (UC, 1998a, Appendix B).

Strong local support isnormal for amost any proposa for anew ingtitution, since both
educationa and economic benefitsareclearly identifidble. Theissue of possbleadverse
consequences on neighboring ingtitutions, however, ismore complex, and may exist
even when there are no overt statementsthat say so. In the present case, when no ac-
ademic plan has been proposed, it isimpossibleto tell if conflictswill or will not arise
with community colleges or Cdifornia State University indtitutions, but the Commission
isconcerned that the University work very closely with neighboring ingtitutionsin both
the public and independent sectorsto assure that such conflicts, if they exist at all, are
kept to aminimum.
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Consideration of
needed funding
and economic
efficiency

5.1 Acost analysisof both capital outlay estimates and projected support costs
for the new institution, and possible optionsfor alternative funding sources,
must be provided.

10.1 Snceitisinthe best interests of the State to encourage maximum economy
of operation, priority shall be given to proposals for new institutions where
the Sate of Californiaisrelieved of all or part of thefinancial burden. When
such proposalsinclude gifts of land, construction costs, or equipment, a higher
priority shall be granted to such projectsthan to projectswhereall costsare
born by the State, assuming all other criteria listed above are satisfied.

10.2 Ahigher priority shall be given to projectsinvolving inter ssgmental cooper -
ation, provided the systems or institutions involved can demonstrate a fi-
nancial savings or programmatic advantage to the State as a result of the
cooper ative effort.
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Planning costs

Inits Needs Study, the University acknowledged that the Commission’ s Guidelines
requirefiscal projectionsfor the new campus, asnoted in Criterion 5.1 above. The
University also indicated that “ During the next six months, UC Merced staff will be
deve oping abudget mode to look at program phasing and budget requirements’ (UC,
19983, p. 45). TheNeeds Study, with supplemental submissions, presentsinformation
ontheoperationd costsfor the Merced campusthrough theyear 2010-11, asshownin
Display 20. Further, inresponseto Supplementa Languagein the 1998-99 State Bud-
get, the University submitted to the L egid ature abudget report for the past, current, and
budget years (See Appendix C). It itemized expenditures of $4.9 millionfor 1997-98
(theyear of thefirst planning appropriation of $4.9 million), $9.9 million for 1998-99,
and another $9.9 million for 1999-00. These amountswere supplemented by Short-
Term Investment Program fundsin theamount of afew hundred thousand dollarseach
year.

In 1997-98, the University spent about $1 million on the proposed campus, most for
various planning activities, but alsoto lease certainfacilitiesinthe Valley, and carried
amost $4 millionforward. Inthe current year, 1998-99, the University projects expen-
ditures of about $8.7 million for planning activities, with over haf of that directed to
physical planning for the new campus. Inthe budget year, expenditureswill be about
$3.5million.

Thefisca projection shown in Display 20 suggeststhat UC Merced will be an expen-
sveoperationinitsinitia years. Thisisnormal becauseit reflects both startup costs
and the fact that economies of scale cannot be redlized until the campus has achieved
an enrollment of at least 5,000 students. Consequently, opening year (2005-06) costs
are currently projected to be $29,070 per FTES, which should shrink to $13,700 per
FTESin 2010-11 as the campus grows, a number reasonably close to the cost per
FTESat other campuses. This cost reduction over timeisalso areflection of thefact



that the student-faculty ratio, initialy 10-1, will riseto 16.7-1, again near the Univers-
ty’ sstatewide average.

Capital outlay
costs

On July 18, 1997, the Regents discussed a status report on the Merced campus that
included someindicationsof capital costs. Specifically, theitem Stated:

The capital funding requirementsfor acampusthat can support 5,000 students
initsinitia phase have been estimated based on amode which projectsbuilding
requirements by spacetype over time based on estimated enrollment levelsand
number of faculty -- for example, space needed for classrooms, offices, and
|laboratories. Themodel also includesaprojection of infrastructurerequire-
mentsby quantity -- for example, linear feet of roads, underground utility distri-
bution, and centra plant equipment. Themodd includesunit costsfor eachtype
of spaceand category of infrastructurein order to calculate capital funding re-
quirements based on the amount of space and quantity of infrastructure that
would be constructed.

The current estimate isthat approximately $400 million (expressed in 1997
dollars) in State capital funds would be required to develop a campus for
5,000 students. Thisincludes approximately $250 million prior to the open-
ing of the campus in 2005 and another $150 million in the period 2005 to
2010 to support growth to 5,000 students. Capital funding requirementsare
higher in theinitial period because core space must be available on open-
ing day for most programs and activities and because initial infrastructure
requirements are not directly related to enrollment levels (UC, 1997d, p.
10).

In a September 9, 1998 | etter to Vice Provost Tomlinson-K easey, the Commission
asked for the detail inthe model referred to in the Board of Regentsitem, including
specifically adelineation of the $400 million and $250 million figures, aswell as
the estimated operating cost of $50 million per year. After many months, the Uni-
versity did not forward the model, but submitted only avery cursory summary of
the above numbers, as shown in Display 21, which shed little additional light on
the subject.

Given the absence of further detail on capital outlay costs, it isimpossibleto offer the
Legidature any advice on the appropriateness of the $400 million total. However, the
numbersaoneraise mgjor questions about the ability of the Stateto provide the neces-
sary resources. Asthe Commission has often stated, higher education in California
needsover $1 billion per year in capital outlay spending bothto maintainitsexisting
infrastructure and to provide additional spacefor new students; anumber that over the
past two yearsmay haverisen ashighas$1.7 billion (DOF, 1999).
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DISPLAY 20 Projected Support Budget Expenditures for the Proposed University of California at
Merced, 1999-00 to 2010-11
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DISPLAY 21 Capital Outlay Projection for the
Construction of the University of California at
Mer ced, Pre-Opening, and 2005-06 to 2010-
11 (Millionsof Dollars)

Prior to 2005-06 to
ltem Opening 2010-11
Instruction and Research
Capacity Space $100
Academic Support
(Library, Computer/Media) 55 30
Student Serviced
Administrative Space 20 10
Infrastructure 75 20
Total $250 $150

Over the past ten years, the University
of Cdiforniasystem hasreceived ap-
propriations of about $174 million per
year, or somewhat lessthan half of an
identified need that isalmost certainly
growing. Proposition 1A (1998) should
providethe University with just over
$200 million per year through 2001-02;
again, an amount far short of the need.

If the University’ saggregated numbers
are correct, UC Merced will need
about $50 million per year startingin
2000-01 through 2004-05 in order to
openthedoorsin Fall 2005. Proposi-
tion 1A providessomefunding for new
campuses, but only $27.5 million per
year, and only for 2000-01 and 2001-

02, for atota of $55 million. If another bond issuesimilar in scopetothe 1998 bondis
approved by the votersin 2002 -- and there is no guarantee that it will be -- and
provides another $27.5 million per year in 2002-03 through 2004-05, the University
will havereceived atotal of $137.5million, just over haf of the stated need under what

appearsat present to be an optimistic scenario.

TheUniversity isaware of thisproblem, of course, and so indicated in arecent report to

the Board of Regents Committee on Finance.

Itisapparent that capital funding availablethrough the recently-approved gen-
era obligation bond act and potentia additiona bonds approved after 2002 will
not provide sufficient funding for construction of UC Merced or to meet the
capital expans on and rehabilitation needsat the existing campuses. Additional
State funding mechanisms need to beidentified and non-State sources need to
be secured to support construction of UC Merced (UC, 1998b).

A resolution was proposed authori zing the President to request an additional $50 mil-
lionin capital fundsfor Merced, and while action on that resolution was deferred, itis
apparent that the University will need substantid additiona funding if UC Mercedisto

becomearedlity.

That problem may not even be the most serious challenge facing the University asit
moves the new campusforward. Currently, thereislittle or no infrastructure at the
2,000-acre boundary of the proposed new campus, and it isabundantly clear that mgor
roadway improvements, aswell asutility connectionsfor water, power, sewer, and oth-
er serviceswill haveto be constructed. The cost of these improvementsis probably
not the Univergity’ srespongbility, but will befinanced by numerousjurisdictionsinduding
federd, State, and local agencies, and probably developers. At present, the only avail-
able cost estimate comes from adocument included in the University’ srecent submis-
sionin responseto Supplementa Budget Language, which suggestsa$304 million cost
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for infrastructure® a buildout” (EIP, 1999). Thisindudesfacilitiesfor weter, wastewater,
storm drainage, trangportation, schools, environmenta mitigation, and other public fa-
cilities. It may be reasonably supposed, given the absence of any facilities at present,
that most of thiscost will beincurred early rather than late, but thereisno way the ac-
curacy of the estimates can be determined at thistime, nor isthere an indication of how
the financing might be secured.

Economic and
fiscal efficiency

Criteria10.1 and 10.2 relate to economic and fiscal efficiency, and include such ideas
asthedonation of land. Inthis, the University isto be commended for securing a2,000-
acresite at acost of only $10,000. Beyond that, however, costs promise to escalate
rapidly, yet thereisreason to believe that thefind result will be highly positive. EIPsug-
geststhat the total value of the devel oped propertiesthat will be created around UC
Merced should be about $2 billion, and an earlier economic impact study prepared by
two San Francisco consultants (Munroe, 1997) suggested adirect and indirect annual
impact on Merced County of $563 million per year, with additiona impacts on surround-
ing counties. The report aso speculated on many other possible positive impacts gen-
erated by the campus, but did not attempt to quantify them.

Summary

Thissection of the Commission’ sguidelinescalsfor acost “andysis.” Fromtheinfor-
mation supplied, the Commissonissatisfied with the support budget information, which
isdelineated by year and cost category, andisdirectly related to enrolIment projections
and student-faculty ratios. Whilenot anaytically comprehensive, it meetstherequire-
mentsof aplanning document.

The same cannot be said of the capital outlay data, which are cursory at best. Clearly,
theUniversity cannot tell exactly what typesof facilitiesit will need to build until aformal
L ong-Range Devel opment Plan, including an Academic Plan, arebrought into existence
and approved by the Regents. Nevertheless, the Legidature currently hasvery little
information on capita coststo informitsappropriation decisonsfor theMerced campus
inthe next few years. Itisacircumstancethat should be corrected in the near future.
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